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SUMMARY 


( ) Draft  ( X ) Final  Environmental  Statement 

1.  Type  of  action  : ( ) Administrative  (X)  Legislative 

2.  Brief  description  of  action: 

The  Birch  Creek  Wild  River  Study  was  conducted  pursuant  to  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act, 
Public  Law  92-203,  and  recommends  legislative  action  to  include  a 135-mile  segment  of  Birch  Creek  and 
200,000  acres  of  adjacent  land  located  in  the  center  of  the  region  generally  referred  to  as  Interior  Alaska 
in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  under  administration  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 
Lateral  boundaries  would  not  exceed  an  average  of  2 miles  on  either  side  of  the  river. 

3.  Summary  of  environmental  impact  and  adverse  environmental  effects: 

Inclusion  of  the  135-mile  segment  of  the  Birch  Creek  and  200,000  acres  comprising  its  immediate 
environment  in  the  National  System  will  have  an  overall  effect  of  preserving  the  existing  scenic, 
recreational  and  water  quality  values  of  the  river.  Adjacent  lands  would  be  retained  in  their  existing 
primitive  condition.  Commercial  and  residential  use  within  the  proposed  area  that  might  otherwise  occur 
would  be  precluded.  Mining  would  be  prohibited. 

4.  Alternatives  considered: 


In  addition  to  the  proposed  action,  other  alternatives  considered  were  (1)  no  action,  (2)  State 
management,  (3)  different  segments,  (4)  inclusion  in  other  national  conservation  systems,  and  (5) 
National  Wilderness  Preservation  System. 


5.  Comments  were  requested  from  the  following: 


Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 

* Department  of  Agriculture 

* Department  of  Defense 

* Department  of  Commerce 

* Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Federal  Power  Commission 

* Department  of  Health,  Education, 

and  Welfare 

* Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 

Development 

* Department  of  Transportation 
Department  of  the  Interior 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 


‘National  Park  Service 
‘Bureau  of  Land  Management 
‘Geological  Survey 

* Alaska  Power  Administration 

* Bureau  of  Mines 

* Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

* State  of  Alaska  Clearinghouse 

* Federal-State  Lane  Use  Planning 

Commission 

* Doyon,  Ltd. 

Tanana  Chiefs  Conference 
Alaska  Federation  of  Natives 
Alaska  Native  Foundation 


6.  Date  statement  made  available  to  CEQ  and  the  public : 
Draft:  12/18/73 
Final: 
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I.  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 


PROPOSAL 

This  statement  concerns  a proposal  which  recom- 
mends that  the  uppermost  135-mile  segment  of 
the  314-mile-long  Birch  Creek,  Alaska,  along  with 
approximately  200,000  acres  of  land  comprising 
the  immediate  environment  of  the  river,  be  desig- 
nated by  the  Congress  as  a Wild  River  in  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System;  that  the 
proposed  river  segment  be  classified  and  managed 
as  a "Wild  River  Area"  as  defined  in  section  2(b) (i) 
of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act;  that  the 
proposed  river  corridor  be  administered  by  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management;  that  a detailed 
management  and  development  plan  for  the  river 
corridor  and  detailed  lateral  boundaries  be  filed 
with  the  Congress  within  two  years  of  inclusion  of 
the  segment  in  the  National  System;  and  that 
subject  to  valid  existing  rights,  the  minerals  in 
Federal  lands  which  are  made  part  of  the  Wild 
River  Area  be  withdrawn  from  all  forms  of 
appropriation  under  the  mining  laws  and  from 
operation  of  mineral  leasing  laws. 

The  proposal  is  an  outgrowth  of  the  action  of  the 
Secretaries  of  Agriculture  and  Interior  in  October 
of  1970,  wherein  the  entire  Birch  Creek 
considered  in  this  proposal  was  identified  under 
the  provisions  of  section  5(d)  of  the  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  Act.  The  proposal  was  developed  in 
accordance  with  the  Alaska  Native  Claims 
Settlement  Act  of  1971,  P.L.  92-203,  (ANCSA) 
which  directed  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
withdraw  from  all  forms  of  appropriation  up  to  80 
million  acres  of  public  lands  in  Alaska  for  possible 
additions  to  or  creation  of  units  in  the  National 
Park,  National  Forest,  National  Wildlife  Refuge, 
and  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Systems. 

The  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation  has  found  the 
proposed  Birch  Creek  segment  qualifies  for 
inclusion  in  the  National  System  under  the  Wild 
Scenic  Rivers  Act  of  1968,  P.L.  90-542,  and  that 
the  river  and  its  immediate  environment  meet  the 
criteria  for  designation  as  a Wild  River  Area  a< 
described  in  section  2(b)  of  the  Act. 


PURPOSE 

Objectives  under  which  the  Birch  Creek  Wild  River 
will  be  managed  are: 

1.  To  preserve  the  river  and  its  immediate 
environment  in  its  natural,  primitive  condition. 

2.  To  preserve  the  free-flowing  condition  of  the 
waters. 

3.  To  prevent  degradation  of  the  water  quality. 

4.  To  provide  high-quality  primitive  recreational 
opportunities  for  present  and  future  generations. 

5.  To  provide  recreational  use  of  fish  and  wildlife 
resources,  including  hunting  and  fishing  within  the 
framework  of  appropriate  Federal  and  State  laws. 

6.  To  provide  for  the  optimum  utilization  of 
resources  in  a way  that  will  leave  the  existing 
environment  unimpaired  for  future  generations. 

7.  To  provide  a variety  of  opportunities  for 
interpretive,  scientific,  educational,  and  wildlife- 
wildlands  oriented  uses. 

8.  To  assure  preservation  of  historic  and  archeo- 
logical values. 

PROPOSAL  AREA 

The  proposed  Birch  Creek  Wild  River  is  located 
approximately  75  air  miles  northeast  of  Fairbanks 
in  Interior  Alaska.  Road  access  to  the  river  area  is 
by  way  of  Steese  Highway. 

The  recommended  river  segment  would  be  from 
the  vicinity  of  the  North  Fork  Creek  confluence  in 
the  headwaters  area  downstream  to  the  vicinity  of 
the  Jumpoff  Creek  confluence,  a distance  of 
approximately  135  miles.  Lateral  boundaries, 
details  of  which  will  be  determined  by  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  in  consultation  with  other 
Federal,  State,  local,  and  Native  groups,  and 
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existing  potential  users,  would  average  no  more 
than  2 miles  on  either  side  of  the  river  and  would 
not  include  more  than  200,000  acres  (see  Map  1). 
The  proposed  boundaries  protect  the  scenic, 
esthetic,  recreational,  fish  and  wildlife,  archeo- 
logic,  scientific,  and  historical  values  of  the  river 
from  adverse  influence  and  activities. 

Several  interdependent  factors  will  be  used  in 
determining  the  location  of  lateral  boundaries. 
These  include:  providing  the  visitor  an  oppor- 
tunity to  experience  solitude  in  a spacious  setting; 
protection  of  key  wildlife  habitat;  and  preserving 
the  area  seen  from  the  river's  surface  or  riverbank. 
Figure  1 illustrates  how  such  boundaries  might  be 
made  when  the  view  is  open  (Example  1),  when 
the  view  is  confined  on  one  bank  (Example  2),  and 
confined  on  both  banks  (Example  3). 

The  proposal  is  located  within  a larger  area 
withdrawn  under  ANCSA  as  public  interest  (d-1). 
Map  2 shows  the  relationship  of  the  proposal  to 
adjacent  land  withdrawals. 

Present  land  status  of  the  200,000  acres 
recommended  for  inclusion  in  the  proposed  Birch 
Creek  Wild  River  Area  is  almost  equally  divided 
between  national  interest  lands  (d-2)  and  public 
interest  lands  (d-1).  The  area  extending  back  a 
distance  of  1 mile  from  each  riverbank  has  been 
withdrawn  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  as 
national  interest  lands. 

The  Circle  village  withdrawal  lands  abut  the  lower 
boundary  of  the  proposed  river  corridor. 

An  application  has  been  filed  for  a 40-acre  Native 
allotment  located  within  the  proposal  at  the 
confluence  of  Portage  Creek. 

The  proposal  includes  the  bed  of  the  river.  If 
determined  "navigable”  under  provisions  of  the 
Alaska  Statehood  Act  (72.  Stat.  339),  the  riverbed 
would  be  in  State  ownership.  As  much  as  1,500 
acres  of  streambed  may  be  involved. 


The  following  describes  the  differences  between 
national  interest,  public  interest,  and  Native 
allotment  lands. 


NATIONAL  INTEREST  LANDS 
National  interest  lands  (d-2)  are  classified  pursuant 
to  section  17(d)  (2)  of  the  ANCSA  and  are  lands 
withdrawn  from  all  forms  of  appropriation  under 
the  public  land  laws,  including  the  mining  and 
mineral  leasing  laws,  from  selection  under  the 
Alaska  Statehood  Act,  and  from  selection  by 
regional  corporations.  The  Secretary  was  directed 
to  withdraw  up  to  80  million  acres  of  d-2  lands  for 
possible  inclusion  into  the  four  national  conserva- 
tion systems  (approximately  79  million  acres  have 
been  withdrawn  as  d-2).  The  d-2  lands  not 
included  in  the  four  systems  or  reclassified  for 
Native  or  State  selection  will  revert  to  public 
interest  lands  (d-1 ) on  December  18,  1973. 


PUBLIC  INTEREST  LANDS 
Public  interest  lands  (d-1)  are  lands  classified 
pursuant  to  section  17(d)(1)  of  ANCSA  and  are 
lands  withdrawn  from  all  forms  of  appropriation 
under  the  public  land  laws,  including  the  mining 
(except  for  metalliferous  minerals)  and  the  mineral 
leasing  laws,  to  insure  that  the  public  interest  in 
these  lands  is  properly  protected.  The  Secretary 
has  withdrawn  approximately  43  million  acres  of 
d-1  lands  within  the  State  of  Alaska  and  is 
authorized  to  classify  and  reclassify  these  lands  to 
open  them  to  appropriation  under  the  public  land 
laws  in  accordance  with  his  classification. 


NATIVE  ALLO  TMENT  LANDS 
The  Alaska  Native  Allotment  Act  of  1906  (34 
Stat.  197)  authorized  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
to  allot  individual  Natives  title  up  to  160  acres— in 
up  to  four  separate  tracts— of  lands  they  use  and 
occupy.  Such  allotments  must  be  non-mineral  in 
character.  No  improvements  were  necessary;  all 
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that  had  to  be  certified  was  "substantially 
continuous  use  and  occupancy." 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is  now 
recording,  mapping,  and  processing  Native  allot- 
ment claims. 

ADMINISTRATION-MANAGEMENT 

Wild  River  management  will  be  directed  at 
protecting  the  values  which  make  Birch  Creek 
outstandingly  remarkable  while  providing  river- 
related  outdoor  recreation  opportunities  in  a 
primitive  setting. 

The  management  plan  for  the  Birch  Creek  Wild 
River  will  be  prepared  during  the  2-year  master 
planning  phase  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment. The  management  plan  will  involve  full 
cooperation  and  active  participation  of  other 
Federal,  State,  local,  and  Native  groups  and 
existing  and  potential  users.  The  management  plan 
thus  developed  will  present  an  analysis  of 
short-range  (up  to  10  years)  and  long-range  uses  of 
Birch  Creek  and  its  immediate  environment. 

No  valid  existing  land  ownership  rights  located 
within  the  river  boundaries  need  be  condemned  or 
denied.  These  existing  rights  involve  a 40-acre 
Native  allotment  application  and  a 5-acre  potential 
homesite.  All  land  uses  presently  accepted  and 
customary  under  valid  existing  rights  will  be 
allowed  to  continue  on  private  lands.  Should  lands 
presently  owned  or  controlled  under  valid  existing 
rights  be  offered  for  sale  by  willing  sellers,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  would  be  authorized  to 
acquire  such  lands  or  such  rights.  Valid  rights  will 
be  purchased  in  fee,  where  appropriate. 

The  type  and  extent  of  controls  on  all  land  in  the 
corridor  necessary  to  preserve  the  existing 
integrity  of  the  river  would  be  determined  in  the 
preparation  of  the  master  plan.  These  controls 
which  would  restrict  development  and  use  of  the 


land  that  would  detract  from  the  overall  existing 
recreational,  scenic,  or  fish  and  wildlife  values  of 
the  area  may  take  the  form  of  zoning  and  scenic 
easements. 

Such  controls  would  include  the  prohibition  of 
new  commercial  uses  within  the  immediate 
environment  of  Birch  Creek;  and  acreage,  frontage, 
and  setback  requirements  on  new  developments  on 
private  lands;  and  restrictions  on  aircraft  landing 
and  vehicular  use  in  the  corridor. 

Consideration  would  also  be  given  to  developing 
design  standards  which  assure  structures,  recrea- 
tion facilities,  or  other  necessary  modifications  of 
the  existing  environment  are  harmonious  with 
their  setting  (log  rather  than  tarpaper  siding,  for 
example). 

There  is  a definite  capacity  of  the  resources  of 
Birch  Creek  and  its  immediate  environment  to 
accomodate  increasing  public  use  without  impair- 
ment. The  proposal  contemplates  that  the 
ecological  capacity  of  the  resources  be  determined 
during  the  master  planning  phase  and  that  this 
capacity  be  balanced  against  the  sociological 
desires  of  people  using  the  area.  The  proposal  is  to 
provide  recreation  opportunities  in  a spacious 
setting  without  substantial  evidence  of  man's 
activities.  Therefore,  the  number  of  people  visiting 
the  area  and  the  type  of  use  will  be  limited  and 
distributed  to  retain  the  existing  environmental 
setting. 

Recreation  facility  development  for  short-range 
use  will  be  considered  at  only  two  locations,  an 
upper  "put-in"  point  in  the  vicinity  of  North  Fork 
Creek  confluence  and  a lower  "take-out"  point 
near  the  Jumpoff  Creek  confluence.  In  the  upper 
section,  a passenger  car  access  road  would  be 
provided  from  the  Steese  Highway  to  the  upper 
"put-in"  point  on  the  river  corridor.  Parking, 
sanitation  facilities,  and  information  signs  would 
be  provided  at  the  access  point. 
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A short  access  road  will  also  be  constructed  from 
the  Steese  Highway  to  Birch  Creek  in  the  vicinity 
of  Jumpoff  Creek.  A parking  area,  sanitation 
facilities,  and  information  signs  would  be  pro- 
vided. Riverside  trails  might  also  originate  from 
this  location.  Both  access  roads  would  provide 
convenient  recreational  use  of  the  river  without 
significantly  altering  the  primitive  environment  of 
the  proposed  Wild  River  Area.  Each  road  will 
average  no  more  than  a quarter  of  a mile  in  length. 

For  trails,  primitive  camping  areas,  and  other 
low-use  recreational  facilities  will  be  provided  at 
such  time  as  public  use  requires.  Environmental 
and  existing  recreational  values  will  be  carefully 
assessed  prior  to  any  sucu  development  and  all 
requirements  required  by  the  National  Environ- 
mental Policy  Act  of  1969  (P.L.  91-190)  will  be 
met. 

The  conceptual  recreation  facility  development 
program  is  shown  on  Map  3.  Additional  or 
alternative  trails  or  recreation  facilities  would  be 
provided  only  if  determined  to  be  desirable  and 
compatible  with  management  objectives.  Extreme 
care  will  be  taken  in  the  location  and  construction 
of  additional  facilities  with  primary  emphasis  upon 
retention  of  the  existing  natural  environment. 
Separate  environmental  assessments  would  precede 
any  such  proposals. 

Available  information  on  mining  suggests  there  are 
at  least  a dozen  inactive  claims  in  5 locations 
within  the  proposed  Birch  Creek  Wild  River 
corridor.  These  are  located  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
confluence  of  North  Fork,  Harrington  Fork, 
McLean  Creek,  Buckley  Bar  Creek,  and  South 
Fork.  Assessment  work  has  been  recorded  by  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  only  one  of  the 
claims  in  the  last  5 years.  There  is  a 640-acre  oil 
and  gas  lease  near  Jumpoff  Creek  confluence 
which  covers  approximately  1/2  mile  of  Birch 
Creek  within  the  proposal.  The  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  in  cooperation  with  the  Bureau  of 


Mines,  State  of  Alaska,  and  concerned  user  groups 
will  prepare  regulations  governing  mineral  leasing 
for  the  Wild  River  corridor  during  the  2-year 
master  planning  phase.  These  regulations  would 
consider  the  need  for  retention  of  top  soil, 
restoration  of  topography,  replanting  or  reseeding 
with  native  vegetation,  removal  of  sediment  from 
waste  waters  and  other  reasonable  safeguards  to 
protect  existing  water  quality  and  prevent  undue 
impairment  of  the  scenery. 

Off-road  vehicle  use,  aircraft  landings,  and  use  of 
boat  motors  will  be  strictly  regulated  to  insure  the 
safety  of  the  river  users  and  protect  the  primitive 
nature  of  the  river  area,  fragile  soils,  vegetation, 
and  wildlife,  and  to  prevent  conflicts  with  other 
recreational  uses.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment will  seek  cooperation  with  State  and  local 
agencies  and  user  groups  in  developing  specific 
regulations  governing  such  uses  in  the  river  area. 
These  will  include  consideration  of  specific  use 
and  time  zones,  capacity  to  protect  the  area's 
natural  values,  conditions  under  which  such 
vehicles  may  be  used,  and  the  potential  for  using 
alternative  means  of  transportation  within  the 
corridor. 

Harvesting  of  timber  within  the  corridor  will  be 
regulated  to  retain  the  visual  and  environmental 
integrity  for  which  the  river  was  designated. 
Should  any  proposed  harvest  of  timber  be 
detrimental  to  water  quality,  scenery,  soil 
stability,  wildlife,  or  other  natural  values,  such 
harvest  will  not  be  allowed. 

Adjacent  Federal  lands  will  be  managed  to  protect 
the  natural  values  of  Birch  Creek  and  its 
tributaries.  This  will  require  the  active  cooperation 
of  other  Federal  and  State  agencies  to  assist  in  the 
development  and  enforcement  of  land  use 
practices  that  protect  the  area  from  surface 
dumping  of  garbage,  sewage  pollutants,  and  other 
contaminants. 
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To  assure  protection  of  the  American  peregrine 
falcon— a threatened  species— the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  will  develop  appropriate  management 
programs  and  enforcement  procedures,  such  as 
restricting  human  encroachment,  to  preserve  any 
nesting  sites  on  cliffs  adjacent  to  the  river. 

Fishing,  hunting,  and  trapping  would  continue 
within  the  Birch  Creek  Wild  River  Area  under 
applicable  Federal  and  State  regulations.  Although 
Wild  River  designation  does  not  affect  jurisdiction 
or  responsibility  of  the  State  of  Alaska  over  fish 
and  wildlife  resources  for  sport  or  subsistence 
purposes,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  may 
designate  zones  or  periods  when  hunting  would 
not  be  permitted  because  of  public  safety, 
administration,  public  use,  and  enjoyment.  Such 
action  would  be  undertaken  only  after  consulta- 
tion with  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game.  No  such  actions  are  expected  to  be 
necessary  in  the  Birch  Creek  area. 

The  use  of  forage  will  be  regulated  to  retain  the 
visual  and  environmental  values  for  which  the  area 
was  designated.  Grazing  activity  for  commercial  or 
recreational  purposes  which  might  be  detrimental 
to  soil  stability,  natural  vegetative  patterns, 
wildlife  distribution,  water  quality,  or  other 
natural  values  would  not  be  allowed. 

Management  of  the  river  area  would  be  directed 
toward  maintaining  the  existing  condition  of  the 
soil,  water,  and  vegetation.  The  natural  processes 
presently  occurring  in  the  watershed  would 
proceed  unimpeded.  No  streambed  or  bank 
alterations  by  man  would  be  permitted. 

Within  two  years  subsequent  to  the  establishment 
of  the  Birch  Creek  Wild  River,  a study  of  the  area 
will  be  conducted  to  locate,  identify,  and  evaluate 
existing  cultural  resources;  to  nominate  those 
meeting  the  criteria  to  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places;  and  to  develop  methods  and 
procedures  for  preservation  and  interpretation  of 


cultural  values  to  the  public.  By  virtue  of  their 
National  Register  listing,  they  will  be  accorded  the 
procedural  protection  of  Section  106  of  the 
National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966  (80 
Stat.  915).  The  survey  would  be  conducted  in 
consultation  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation 
Officer  and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historical 
Preservation. 

Cultural  resources  worthy  of  preservation  but  not 
yet  listed  in  the  National  Register  are  accorded  the 
procedural  protection  of  Section  2(b)  of  Executive 
Order  11593  (May  13,  1971).  Any  Federal  action 
affecting  the  integrity  of  the  proposal's  cultural 
resources  will  be  developed  in  consultation  with 
the  Alaska  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  and 
the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  with 
a view  to  assuring  that,  to  the  extent  possible, 
adverse  effects  will  not  result  without  mutually 
agreed  avenues  of  mitigation. 


INTERRELATIONSHIP  WITH  OTHER 
PROJECTS  AND  JURISDICTIONS 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  presently 
administers  the  lands  which  are  included  in  the 
proposed  Wild  River  corridor.  The  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  also  administers  virtually  all  the  lands 
adjacent  to  the  proposal. 

Circle  village  Native  withdrawal  abuts  the  lower 
boundary  of  the  proposed  river  corridor.  The 
proposed  boundary  of  the  Yukon  Flats  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  lies  immediately  downstream  from 
the  Circle  village  withdrawal. 

The  Beaver  Creek  Wild  River  proposal  which  will 
be  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  is 
being  proposed  for  inclusion  in  the  National 
System,  lies  at  its  nearest  point  approximately  50 
miles  to  the  west  of  the  Birch  Creek  proposal. 
(Map  4). 
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MAP  4.  LOCATION  OF  THE  40  RIVERS  INITIALLY  PROPOSED  FOR  STUDY  AND 
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The  proposal  to  preserve  the  Birch  Creek  area  is 
consistent  with  the  Alaska  Statewide  Compre- 
hensive Outdoor  Recreation  Plan  (1970)  which 
named  Birch  Creek  as  one  of  the  rivers  in  Alaska 
which  has  potential  for  inclusion  in  the  National 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System. 

At  a maximum  pool  elevation  of  660  feet  a dam  at 
the  Rampart  Canyon  site  would  inundate  Birch 
Creek  upstream  to  the  lower  boundary  of  the 
Birch  Creek  Wild  River  Area.  While  a great  deal  of 
study  has  been  devoted  to  a project  at  this  site, 
there  are  no  known  current  proposals  to  seek 
authorization.  The  potential  effects  on  Birch 
Creek  Wild  River  proposal  of  the  dam  at  this  site 
have  not  been  evaluated  in  any  detail.  However, 
game  and  fish  populations,  vegetation,  and  even 
local  climate  could  be  altered,  thus  affecting 
hunting,  fishing,  nature  study,  etc.,  in  the  river 
corridor.  The  Rampart  Dam  project  is  presently 
inactive. 

The  northernmost  boundary  of  the  Eielson  Air 
Force  Base  Reservation  (bombing  and  gunnery 
range)  lies  7 miles  south  of  the  proposed  river 
corridor  at  its  nearest  point.  The  military 
withdrawal  is  an  Army  Nike  range.  It  has  been 
relinquished  and  is  in  the  process  of  withdrawal 
revocation. 

The  Joint  Federal-State  Land  Use  Planning 
Commission  is  developing  Statewide  transporta- 
tion system  proposals  and  has  received  a proposal 
from  the  Alaska  Railroad  and  the  Alaska 
Department  of  Highways  on  surface  transportation 
and  utility  corridors.  The  Alaska  Department  of 
Highway's  proposal  in  July  1973  included  the 
Circle  Hot  Springs  to  Eagle  route  (see  Map  4).  The 
commission  held  public  hearings  in  April  1974  at 
various  locations  throughout  Alaska  to  present 
surface  transportation  and  utility  corridor  pro- 
posals and  to  obtain  input  on  Native  concerns 
regarding  surface  transportation.  The  Birch  Creek 
Wild  River  proposal  could  result  in  a rerouting  of 
the  highway  proposal  to  avoid  crossing  the  main 


stem  or  location  and  design  considerations  to 
minimize  the  highway  impact  on  the  proposal. 

The  Joint  Federal-State  Land  Use  Planning 
Commission  for  Alaska,  created  by  Act  of 
Congress  in  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement 
Act,  examined  the  Birch  Creek,  Beaver  Creek, 
Fortymile  River,  and  the  Unalakleet  River 
proposals  and  in  its  August  2,  1973,  submission  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  it  made  no 
recommendations  concerning  these  rivers. 

The  Fairbanks  Town  and  Village  Association 
(TVA)  for  Development,  Inc.,  is  an  authorized 
Economic  Development  District  established  by 
Interior  Alaskans  under  the  authority  of  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965. 
In  May  1974,  the  Association  published  its  initial 
overall  economic  development  program  for 
Interior  Alaska  and  has  requested  formal  designa- 
tion by  the  Economic  Development  Administra- 
tion. The  district's  boundaries  are  coterminous 
with  those  of  Doyon,  Ltd. 

As  Alaska  continues  to  develop,  there  will  be  need 
for  rights-of-way  within  corridors  to  adequately 
accommodate  transportation  and  utility  require- 
ments. Studies  to  define  these  rights-of-way  cor- 
ridor needs  are  currently  underway  by  the  Interior 
Department  but  are  not  yet  completed.  It  is 
possible  that  these  transportation  and  utility 
corridor  needs  could  impact  the  d-2  proposals. 
Applications  for  rights-of-way  to  facilitate  the 
transportation  of  energy  resources  have  recently 
been  received  by  the  Federal  Government,  which, 
if  issued,  also  might  impact  on  the  d-2  proposals. 
Actions  pursuant  to  these  applications,  whether 
for  a specific  right-of-way  within  a corridor  or 
other  action,  would  be  subject  to  the  requirements 
of  NEPA. 

With  the  exception  of  the  proposed  Circle  Hot 
Springs  to  Eagle  highway  route,  there  are  no 
anticipated  conflicts  between  the  river  proposal 
and  the  above  proposals,  projects  and  jurisdictions 
in  the  area. 
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II.  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 


REGIONAL  SETTING 

Birch  Creek  is  located  in  the  central  portion  of  a 
region  generally  referred  to  as  Interior  Alaska. 
Extending  from  the  Brooks  Range  on  the  north  to 
the  Alaska  Range  on  the  south,  the  region  is 
characterized  by  alternating  upland  plateaus  and 
marshy  lowlands.  Upland  plateaus  are  surmounted 
in  places  by  compact  rugged  mountain  groups  with 
elevations  from  4,000  to  5,000  feet.  The  Yukon 
Flats,  another  principal  feature  of  the  Birch  Creek 
drainage  basin,  is  a marshy  lowland. 

The  region  is  drained  by  the  Tanana  and  Yukon 
Rivers.  The  Tanana  River  joins  the  Yukon  River  in 
the  western  part  of  the  region.  Birch  Creek  is  a 
north-flowing  tributary  to  the  Yukon  River. 

Vegetation  types  range  from  alpine  tundra  in  the 
higher  elevations  of  the  White  Mountains  to 
scattered  treeless  bogs;  to  open,  low  growing 
spruce  forests  on  the  Yukon  Flats;  and  closed 
spruce-hardwood  forests  on  the  upland  plateaus. 
Forest  cover  is  virtually  uncleared  and,  according 
to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (May  1973) 
the  region  is  considered  to  be  noncommercial 
forested.  However,  along  major  drainage  systems, 
well-drained  sites  support  stands  of  commercial 
forest  which  may  be  of  sufficient  size  for  sustained 
yield  utilization.  This  is  particularly  true  along  the 
Yukon  and  Tanana  Rivers. 

Fires,  mostly  caused  by  lightning,  are  endemic. 
Large  areas  show  recent  and  past  evidence  of  fire. 

CLIMATE 

The  region  experiences  a typical  subpolar  conti- 
nental climate— severe  Arctic  winters  and  warm 
summers.  Extended  periods  of  temperatures  from 
50°  F.  to  60°  F.  below  zero  are  common  and  75° 
F.  below  zero  has  been  recorded.  Summers  are 
short  and  warm  with  temperatures  reaching  the 
eighties,  and  occasionally,  the  nineties.  Despite 
high  summer  temperatures,  daily  variations  can  be 


extreme;  freezing  temperatures  have  been  experi- 
enced in  each  month  of  the  year.  There  are 
approximately  100  frost-free  days  in  the  central 
part  of  the  region  during  most  years.  The  total 
number  of  frost-free  days  decreases  with  elevation 
and  northward  latitude.  The  short  summers 
usually  end  in  August.  Freezeup  of  the  rivers  and 
marshes  takes  place  in  October.  The  rivers  become 
ice  free  in  early  to  Mid-May  in  most  years.  The 
maximum  amount  of  sunlight  per  day  (June  21)  is 
approximately  22  hours;  the  minimum  (December 
21)  is  approximately  4 hours  per  day.  Overall,  the 
region  can  be  characterized  as  having  discontinu- 
ous permafrost. 

Most  of  the  precipitation  within  the  region  is 
summer  rains.  Annual  precipitation  ranges  be- 
tween 5 and  15  inches,  with  snowfalls  averaging 
between  45  and  60  inches.  At  Fairbanks,  the 
annual  precipitation  averages  approximately  11 
inches. 

A summer  storm  can  quickly  raise  the  level  of  the 
river  by  a foot  or  more.  Canoeing  and  fishing  can 
be  adversely  affected  by  these  water  level  changes. 
Low  water  levels  are  probably  more  limiting  for 
boating  uses  than  high  water  as  shallows,  exposed 
rocks  and  logs,  and  "sweepers"  (trees  on  an 
eroding  riverbank  where  the  root  system  is 
undercut  to  the  point  the  tree  is  leaning  across  the 
river  horizontally)  can  present  serious  navigational 
problems.  Fishing,  on  the  other  hand,  tends  to  be 
better  in  lower  flows  than  in  high  levels. 

Although  annual  precipitation  is  low,  the  under- 
lying permafrost  causes  poor  subsurface  drainage 
resulting  in  muskeg  and  small  ponds.  These 
standing  waters  give  rise  to  hordes  of  mosquitoes 
and  biting  flies  which  at  times  limit  human  use. 

POPULATION 

Alaska's  Interior  Region  is  subdivided  by  the 
Bureau  of  Census  into  three  parts.  Birch  Creek  is 
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located  in  the  84,142-square-mile  Upper  Yukon 
Division  that  extends  from  the  Beaufort  Sea 
southward  to  the  north  of  Fairbanks  and  the 
Alaska  Highway.  In  1970  there  was  a total 
population  in  the  Upper  Yukon  Census  Division  of 
1,684.  Between  1960  and  1970  the  population 
increased  4 percent.  The  largest  community.  Fort 
Yukon,  had  a population  of  448.  The  closest 
communities  in  the  Census  Division  to  the  Birch 
Creek  proposal  are  Circle  Hot  springs  (10  miles). 
Central  (12  miles),  and  Circle  (18  miles).  In  1970 
Central  and  Circle  had  populations  of  26  and  54 
respectively;  Circle  Hot  Springs  had  less  than  25 
residents. 

There  are  no  people  residing  in  the  Birch  Creek 
Wild  River  proposal  area.  The  only  community  on 
Birch  Creek  is  the  village  of  Birch  Creek 
(population  30)  which  is  at  the  lower  mouth  of 
Birch  Creek,  more  than  100  river  miles  below  the 
proposal  area. 

ECONOMY 

Within  the  Upper  Yukon  Census  Division,  the 
median  family  income  in  1970  was  $6,500.  Most 
wage  employment  is  seasonal  with  greatest 
opportunities  occurring  in  the  short  summers. 
Local  residents  are  often  employed  on  an 
emergency  basis  to  fight  forest  fires.  Recent 
changes  in  life  style  have  caused  a shift  from  a 
subsistence  economy  to  an  increasing  dependence 
upon  a cash  economy.  The  use  of  the  snowmobile 
may  have  been  the  most  influential  factor  in 
causing  the  shift.  Cash  is  necessary  in  order  to 
purchase  fuel  for  the  snowmobile  (whereas  dogs  to 
pull  sleds  could  be  fed  fish).  New  housing  with 
more  space  to  heat  and  the  switch  from  wood  to 
oil  burning  heaters  also  require  cash,  as  do  modern 
water  and  sewer  facilities  and  electricity. 

TRANSPORTATION 

Because  of  the  vast  territory,  sparse  population, 
and  rugged  topography,  Interior  Alaska  relies 
heavily  on  air  rather  than  surface  transportation. 


Map  5 shows  the  existing  transportation  systems 
associated  with  the  area.  In  addition  to  airports  at 
established  communities,  numerous  bush  strips 
accommodate  light  aircraft.  Fairbanks  is  Interior 
Alaska's  transportation  hub  with  four  major 
highways  radiating  from  the  city:  one  to 
Anchorage,  one  to  Canada  and  "outside,"  and 
two— the  Steese  Highway  and  Elliott  Highway- 
leading  north  into  the  Interior. 

The  proposed  Birch  Creek  Wild  River  Area  is 
located  approximately  75  air  miles  northeast  of 
Fairbanks  and  approximately  94  miles  via  the 
Steese  Highway.  At  the  present  time  the  Steese 
Highway  is  not  maintained  during  the  winter 
months.  This  highway  approaches  the  proposed 
Birch  Creek  Wild  River  corridor  at  highway 
Milepost  94  and  again  at  Milepost  140.  These  areas 
generally  coincide  with  the  upstream  and  down- 
stream boundaries  of  the  proposal.  At  Milepost  94, 
the  highway  crosses  the  North  Fork,  approxi- 
mately 1 /2-mile  from  its  confluence  with  Birch 
Creek.  A primitive  four-wheel  drive  trail  leads 
from  the  Steese  Highway  to  Birch  Creek  at  the 
confluence  of  the  North  Fork.  At  Milepost  140,  a 
1/4-mile-long  trail,  passable  by  passenger  car  in  dry 
weather,  leads  from  the  highway  to  a privately 
owned  cabin  on  Birch  Creek  at  the  Jumpoff  Creek 
confluence.  One  mile  downstream  from  this  trail, 
the  Steese  Highway  approaches  the  river  again  to 
within  1 /4-mile  although  there  is  no  connecting 
trail.  This  point  is  within  the  proposal.  However, 
the  State  of  Alaska  has  advised  that  past  actions  of 
State  and  Territorial  legislation  have  granted  to 
Alaska  a right-of-way  on  nearly  all  of  the 
protracted  section  lines  that  lie  within  the 
proposed  area.  Further  investigation  is  needed  to 
identify  those  specifically  related  to  the  proposal. 

Fifteen  meandering  river  miles  downstream  from 
the  lower  boundary,  the  Steese  Highway  crosses 
Birch  Creek  at  Mile  147.  This  bridge  crossing  falls 
within  lands  withdrawn  under  ANCSA  for  Native 
selections. 
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The  Alaska  Department  of  Highways  (July  1973) 
has  proposed  an  extension  of  the  existing  highway 
which  runs  between  Central  and  Circle  Hot 
Springs.  This  proposed  extension  would  cross 
Birch  Creek  approximately  30  miles  upriver  from 
the  lower  boundary  and  continue  in  a south- 
easterly direction  to  the  village  of  Eagle,  Alaska 
(Map  5).  The  Federal  Highway  Administration  has 
advised  that  a private  consultant  firm  was  retained 
during  1959-60  to  make  a study  for  location  and 
design  of  the  Circle  Hot  Springs  to  Eagle  route. 
Extensive  aerial  and  ground  surveys  were  made 
and  a feasible  report  was  presented.  Lack  of  funds 
has  kept  this  project  dormant,  although  through- 
out the  years  since  statehood  the  project  has  been 
discussed  often  in  the  State  legislative  sessions. 

Although  limited  gravel  bars  throughout  the  river 
corridor  do  provide  landing  sites  for  small  aircraft, 
floatplane  access  is  restricted  to  the  long  oxbows 
and  channels  in  the  lower  reaches  because  of 
shallow  waters  and  short  approaches  in  the  upper 
reaches.  Although  we  understand  the  practice  is 
illegal,  small  aircraft  also  land  and  take  off  on  the 
Steese  Highway. 

Motorboat  access  to  the  proposed  river  segment  is 
available  from  the  Steese  Highway  bridge  at 
Milepost  147.  From  this  point,  motorboat  use  is 
possible  with  normal  water  levels  upstream  of  the 
lower  study  boundary  for  30  to  40  miles. 

Commercial  barge  transportation  exists  on  the 
Yukon  River  upstream  to  Fort  Yukon;  however, 
there  is  no  known  barge  traffic  on  Birch  Creek. 
Small  powerboats  can  reach  the  proposed  Birch 
Creek  Wild  River  from  the  Yukon;  however,  they 
would  have  to  proceed  upstream  more  than  170 
meandering  miles. 

HISTOR  Y AND  A RCHEOL OGY 

Historical  and  archeological  sites  have  been 

identified  in  the  lower  Birch  Creek  area  in  an 


unpublished  manuscript,  "Archeological  Survey 
and  Excavation  in  the  Proposed  Rampart  Dam 
Impoundment,  1963-1964."  by  Frederick  Had- 
leigh  West,  University  of  Alaska,  1965.  Most  of 
these  sites  are  down  stream  from  the  proposed 
lower  boundary.  At  least  two  sites  and  several 
artifacts  have  been  located  in  the  Jumpoff  Creek 
confluence  area. 

Gold  was  first  discovered  on  Birch  Creek  in  1893. 
Although  no  evidence  of  mining  can  be  observed 
today  along  the  proposed  river  area,  the  entire 
river  was  undoubtedly  prospected.  Several  aban- 
doned cabins  along  the  river  were  probably  built  as 
a result  of  later  prospecting  and  trapping  activities 
borne  from  the  original  gold  rush. 

At  the  present  time,  no  properties  in  the  proposal 
area  have  been  nominated  to  the  National 
Register. 

BIRCH  CREEK  AND  ITS  SETTING 

Birch  Creek  is  a clear,  free-flowing  Interior  Alaska 
stream.  The  small  mountain  streams  of  Eagle 
Creek  and  Ptarmigan  Creek  converge  to  form  Birch 
Creek  approximately  75  air  miles  northeast  of 
Fairbanks  (101  miles  by  road).  From  this  point, 
the  river  flows  about  17  miles  south,  then  75  miles 
east,  and  then  generally  northward  for  222  miles 
before  emptying  into  the  Yukon  River  at  a point 
approximately  125  miles  north  of  Fairbanks  and  3 
miles  south  of  the  Artie  Circle.  The  upper  100 
miles  of  the  river  flow  through  a broad  valley 
surrounded  by  the  rolling  hills  and  low  mountains 
of  the  Yukon-Tanana  uplands.  The  current  of 
Birch  Creek  is  generally  moderate.  The  upper 
reaches  are  generally  shallow  with  fast  water.  This 
extends  for  at  least  10  miles  in  the  proposal  area 
followed  by  about  40  miles  of  fast  water  with 
occasional  shallows  and  four  sets  of  rapids,  than 
40  miles  of  fast  water  with  few  shallows,  (Map  5). 
The  next  50  miles  traverse  the  upper  regions  of  the 
Yukon  "flats,"  where  relief  and  water  current 
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Confluence  of  North  Fork  with  the  Birch  Creek 
at  the  upstream  boundary  of  the  proposal. 
Typical  trapper's  cabin  located  within  the  Birch  There  is  an  existing  'A -mile  trail  from  Steese 
Creek  corridor.  ■ Highway  to  the  river  in  this  area. 
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diminish  and  the  uplands  are  separated  from  the 
river  by  several  miles  of  tundra  marshlands. 
Downstream  from  the  Steese  Highway  bridge, 
Birch  Creek  meanders  across  the  heart  of  the 
Yukon  flats,  where  relief  is  minimal  and  drainage 
is  poor  across  the  expanse  of  forest  and  muskeg. 
At  times  the  main  channel  is  obscured  by 
hundreds  of  older  channels  and  oxbow  lakes.  The 
river  then  divides  into  two  forks  which  flow  into 
the  Yukon  more  than  1 5 miles  apart. 

The  proposed  Wild  River  segment  is  approximately 
135  miles  long,  beginning  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
North  Fork  Creek  confluence  in  the  headwaters 
area,  and  extends  downstream  to  the  vicinity  of 
the  Jumpoff  Creek  confluence. 

The  average  gradient  in  the  proposed  segment  is  12 
feet  per  mile  as  the  river  drops  from  an  elevation 
of  2,200  feet  in  the  upper  reaches  to  less  than  700 
feet  at  the  confluence  of  Jumpoff  Creek.  From 
Jumpoff  Creek  to  the  confluence  with  the  Yukon, 
Birch  Creek  only  drops  300  feet,  an  average  of  less 
than  2 feet  per  mile. 

The  proposed  Wild  River  Area  is  largely  covered 
with  a mixed  birch-spruce  forest.  Aspen  groves  are 
common  on  the  hillsides.  Along  the  river  banks 
small  stands  of  large  white  spruce  and  balsam 
poplar  flourish.  The  forest  is  broken  in  many 
places  by  black  spruce  tundra  which  often  indicate 
areas  underlain  by  permafrost. 

Birch  Creek  is  a nonglacial  river  with  very  clear 
water  in  the  upper  reaches.  The  water  darkens  in 
the  lower  reaches  due  to  the  presence  of  organic 
matter  from  adjacent  bogs  and  sloughs  and  from 
active  bank  erosion.  The  bottom  is  generally 
gravelly  to  stoney  in  composition  with  stretches  of 
exposed  bedrock. 

At  the  headwaters,  the  river  is  from  10  to  20  yards 
wide  with  depths  of  up  to  4 feet.  In  the  lower 
reaches  the  river  widens  to  between  30  and  50 


yards  with  depths  averaging  from  4 to  8 feet.  Pools 
1 5 feet  deep  are  not  uncommon. 

Maximum  river  flows  usually  occur  in  early  May  as 
a result  of  snow  melt  and  spring  rains.  Periods  of 
high  water  may  also  occur  in  late  July  or  early 
August  after  summer  rainstorms.  Extreme  low 
flows  occur  during  winter  months.  Water  temper- 
atures range  from  near  32°  F.  during  winter  to 
around  60°  F.  in  July.  Ice  begins  forming  in 
October,  and  by  mid-winter  thicknesses  of  4 feet 
or  more  are  common. 


WATER  QUALITY 

There  have  been  no  water  quality  studies  on  Birch 
Creek.  However,  there  are  no  known  sources  of 
sewage  or  chemical  pollution  in  the  drainage. 
Observations  of  other  rivers  in  Interior  Alaska 
indicate  that  suspended  sediments  are  normally 
low  during  the  winter  and  summer  with  highest 
concentrations  coinciding  with  spring  breakup  or 
rainstorms. 

Overall  water  quality  is  considered  good.  Water 
from  Birch  Creek  and  many  of  its  tributaries  has 
been  used  in  the  past  without  treatment  for 
drinking  and  cooking  purposes  by  visitors.  A user 
should  always  exercise  caution  when  drinking 
from  any  stream. 


There  are  placer  mining  operations  for  gold 
deposits  in  the  Eagle  and  Harrison  Creek 
tributaries.  Placer  mining  can  cause  considerable’ 
siltation  which  in  turn  would  adversely  affect  the 
water  quality  in  the  proposed  river  area.  For 
several  miles  downstream  from  these  tributaries  a 
discoloration  of  the  water  of  Birch  Creek  can  be 
perceived  due  to  the  influx  of  suspended  sediment. 
This  sediment  is  reported  by  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  and  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  personnel  to  be  a result  of  the  placer  gold 
mining  methods  being  employed  in  the  Harrison 
and  Eagle  Creek  drainages  outside  the  Wild  River 
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Fifteen  miles  below  the  proposed  boundary  of  Meandering  loops  of  Birch  Creek  mark  the 

the  Wild  River  Area  the  Steese  Highway  Bridge  river's  passage  through  the  Yukon  Flats, 

spans  Birch  Creek. 
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corridor.  State  water  quality  standards  approved  in 
1973  (see  Appendix)  by  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  will  prohibit  degradation  of 
water  quality  by  placer  mining  operations. 

WATER  RIGHTS  AND  NAVIGABILITY 
No  rights  to  water  in  the  proposed  Birch  Creek 
Wild  River  Area  have  been  applied  for  or  granted 
by  the  State  of  Alaska.  However,  one  permit  has 
been  granted  by  the  State  for  water  rights 
upstream  from  the  proposal.  This  permit  grants 
the  use  of  up  to  2 million  gallons  per  day  from  the 
Birch  Creek  at  a point  approximately  3-5  miles 
upstream  from  the  upper  boundary.  In  addition, 
an  application  has  been  filed  with  the  State  for  a 
permit  to  use  up  to  5,000  gallons  per  day  from 
Eagle  Creek  several  miles  above  its  confluence  with 
Ptarmigan  Creek  (the  origin  of  Birch  Creek).  Both 
the  permit  and  the  application  for  a permit  are  for 
water  use  in  placer  mining  operations.  Available 
information  indicates  the  diverted  water  would  be 
returned  to  Birch  Creek  upstream  of  the  proposed 
boundary. 

To  date,  no  determination  has  been  made  on  the 
navigability  or  non-navigability  of  Birch  Creek. 
This  statement  is  also  true  for  most  streams  in 
Alaska.  If  Birch  Creek  is  determined  navigable,  the 
streambed  would  be  in  State  ownership  under  the 
terms  of  the  Alaska  Statehood  Act. 

WATER  RESOURCES  DEVELOPMENT 
No  dams  or  channel  improvements  exist  or  are 
proposed  or  planned  within  the  proposed  boun- 
dary of  the  Wild  River  segment.  At  a maximum 
pool  elevation  of  660  feet  at  the  Rampart  Canyon 
site  a dam  would  inundate  Birch  Creek  upstream 
to  the  lower  boundary  of  the  Birch  Creek  Wild 
River  Area.  In  the  1971  Report  on  the  Rampart 
Canyon  Project,  the  District  Engineer  of  the  U.S. 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  recommended  that  "a 
project  for  hydroelectric  power  generation  at  the 


Rampart  Canyon  site,  Yukon  River,  Alaska,  not  be 
undertaken  at  this  time."  The  preliminary 
recommendations  of  the  Joint  Federal-State  Land 
Use  Planning  Commission  (July  1973)  recom- 
mended to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  that  the 
Rampart  Dam  not  be  built.  (Map  6). 

GEOLOGICAL  AND  MINERAL  RESOURCES 
The  U.S.  Bureau  of  Mines  has  delineated  mining 
regions  throughout  Alaska  which  generally  follow 
major  drainage  divides.  These  regions  were  divided 
into  mining  districts.  There  are  14  mining  regions 
and  67  districts  in  Alaska.  The  Birch  Creek  Wild 
River  proposal  lies  entirely  within  the  350,000 
acre  Circle  District  of  the  Yukon  Region. 

Bedrock  in  the  Circle  Mining  District  includes 
noncalcareous  sedimentary  rocks  and  greenstone 
ranging  in  age  from  Ordovician  to  Devonian; 
Silurian  or  Devonian  limestone;  the  Rampart 
Group,  mainly  an  assemblage  of  mafic  flows  of 
Mississippian  age;  Mississippian  chert;  Mesozoic 
granitic  rocks;  and  Birch  Creek  schist,  part  of 
which  may  be  as  old  as  Precambrian. 

Birch  Creek  schist  is  named  after  this  river.  Much 
of  the  first  geologic  study  of  the  formation  was 
done  along  Birch  Creek.  Spectacular  schist 
examples  are  found  along  the  river  in  rock 
outcroppings  and  on  adjacent  hillsides  where  sheer 
rock  walls  have  resisted  the  erosive  action  of  the 
water.  These  outcropping  and  coloration  of  the 
exposed  bedrock  are  of  outstanding  interest  to  the 
layman  as  well  as  the  geologist. 

The  Circle  District  has  produced  substantial 
amounts  of  placer  gold,  although  not  within  the 
proposal  area,  but  there  has  been  no  production 
from  lodes.  Thefewlode  prospects  that  are  known 
were  explored  mainly  for  gold,  copper,  or  lead. 

Quartz  veins  prospected  for  gold  are  on  the  ridge 
west  of  Porcupine  Dome,  and  faults  containing 


30 


Turbulent  rapids  occur  on  Birch  Creek  schist  in 
the  upper  reaches  of  the  proposed  Wild  River 
Area. 


Birch  Creek  schist  is  named  after  this  river. 
Rock  out-croppings  are  found  along  the  river 
and  on  adjacent  hillsides. 
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MAP  6.  PROPOSED  RAMPART  DAM 
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quartz,  pyrite,  and  galena  cut  schist  on  upper 
Deadwood  Creek.  Small  amounts  of  lead  and 
copper  minerals  have  been  found  in  granite  rock 
near  Miller  House,  and  similar  rock  at  Bedrock 
Creek  and  Portage  Creek  contains  small  amounts 
of  scheelite  and  sphalerite.  All  of  these  locations 
lie  north  of  the  proposal  area. 

Active  placer  mining  is  present  on  the  headwaters 
of  Birch  Creek,  above  the  proposal  area,  and  some 
tributary  drainages,  principally  Butte  Creek,  Bear 
Creek,  Eagle  Creek,  and  Harrison  Creek.  None  of 
these  tributaries  are  within  the  proposed  Wild 
River  corridor.  Some  gold  exists  in  the  proposed 
Wild  River  corridor,  but  these  deposits  are  believed 
to  be  in  quantities  too  small  for  economical 
mining.  There  are,  however,  at  least  12  claims 
within  the  proposal  area,  none  are  active  and  only 
one  has  had  assessment  work  in  the  past  5 years 
(map  7). 

The  proposed  Birch  Creek  Wild  River  Area  lies 
south  of  and  is  not  included  in  the  Yukon  Flats 
Tertiary  Province  identified  in  United  States 
Geological  Survey  studies  (U.S.G.S.  Bulletin  1095, 
Geology  of  Possible  Petroleum  Provinces  in 
Alaska,  1958).  There  is  one  oil  and  gas  lease  of 
approximately  640  acres  located  just  upstream  of 
the  Jumpoff  Creek  confluence  which  covers 
approximately  1/2  mile  of  Birch  Creek  within  the 
proposal. 

The  Geological  Survey  has  identified  an  area  of 
some  68,000  acres  of  land  prospectively  valuable 
for  geothermal  steam  as  the  Circle  Hot  Springs 
Geothermal  area.  A portion  of  this  area  lies  within 
the  proposal  in  the  vicinity  of  Portage  Creek. 

SOILS 

Soil  information  in  the  Birch  Creek  area  is  limited. 
Generally  soil  depths  in  the  area  are  variable 
ranging  from  none  on  the  steep  faces  of  the 
adjacent  mountains  to  moderately  deep  gravel 


deposits  covered  with  peaty  to  silty  soils  in  the 
valley  floor.  The  specific  type  of  soil  at  any  given 
location  reflects,  among  other  things,  the  adjacent 
and  parent  bedrock  material,  slope,  and  perma- 
frost. 

In  general,  soils  are  shallow  and  stoney.  Erosion  is 
a significant  factor.  Hills  are  actively  eroded  when 
the  vegetation  is  disturbed.  Active  stream  bank 
erosion  is  prevalent  and  part  of  the  natural 
condition. 

The  area  is  underlain  by  discontinuous  permafrost. 
Any  surface  disturbance  will  change  the  balance  of 
heat  flow,  causing  thaw  and  resulting  in  surface 
slumping  and  thermokarst  formation  where  ice 
lenses  or  wedges  are  found. 

Soils  in  the  Birch  Creek  area  are  generally  infertile 
because  of  the  slow  rate  of  the  decomposition  of 
organic  material  and  release  of  nutrients.  Vege- 
tables and  flowers  are  grown  elsewhere  in  Alaska 
under  similar  conditions,  however. 


VEGETATION 

There  is  no  specific  information  on  the  local 
distribution  of  vegetation  within  the  Birch  Creek 
area.  Plant  associations  within  the  immediate 
environment  of  the  river  are  varied  and  reflect  past 
fire  history,  slope,  soil,  and  the  presence  or 
absence  of  permafrost.  Figure  2 shows  the  overall 
relationships  of  the  various  plant  communities  in 
the  proposed  area. 

Alpine  tundra  consists  of  rock  and  frost-heaved 
rubble  interspersed  with  low  mat  herbaceous  and 
shrubby  plants.  Typical  plants  include  alpine 
bearberry,  white  mountain-avens,  alpine  azalea, 
dwarf  and  bog  blueberry,  and  mountain-cranberry. 
Also  found  are  moss-compion  and  several  sedges 
and  grasses.  This  vegetative  type  generally  occurs 
between  elevations  of  2,000  to  3,500  feet. 
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MAP  7.  MINERALS  AND  MINING  CLAIMS 


Closed  spruce-hardwood  is  the  dominant  forest 
type  along  the  river  valley.  The  treeline  extends  up 
to  almost  2,500  feet  in  elevation.  White  spruce 
stands  are  found  on  the  warm,  dry,  south-facing 
slopes  where  drainage  is  good  and  permafrost  is 
lacking  or  not  close  to  the  surface.  Associated  with 
white  spruce  are  paper  birch,  balsam  poplar, 
bearberry,  red  currant,  prickly  rose,  several 
willows,  mountain-cranberry,  and  bog  blueberry. 
Quaking  aspen  are  found  in  upland  areas  on 
south-facing  slopes.  Over  a period  of  60  to  80 
years,  quaking  aspen  are  replaced  by  white  spruce 
in  all  but  the  driest  areas.  After  a disturbance  or 
fire  occurs  on  well-drained  lowland  river  terraces, 
the  quaking  aspen  are  often  replaced  by  black 
spruce.  Other  plants  commonly  associated  with 
the  quaking  aspen  type  are  white  and  black  spruce, 
several  willows,  bearberry,  prickly  rose,  buffa- 
loberry,  and  mountain-cranberry.  In  addition, 
there  are  well-developed  stands  of  the  balsam 
poplar  type,  open-black  spruce,  and  floodplain 
thickets. 

The  balsam  poplar  type  reaches  its  greatest  size 
and  abundance  on  floodplains.  Other  important 
plants  associated  with  this  type  are  alders,  willows, 
prickly  rose,  and  high  bush  cranberry. 

Open,  sparse,  black  spruce  forests  are  found  on 
north-facing  slopes  and  poorly  drained  lowlands 
where  permafrost  is  close  to  the  surface. 
Associated  with  the  black  spruce  is  an  underlying 
thick  moss  mat,  often  of  sphagnum  moss,  sedges, 
and  grasses. 

Floodplain  thickets  grow  on  exposed  alluvial 
deposits  which  are  periodically  flooded.  The 
dominant  shrubs  are  willows  and  sometimes  alders, 
American  red  raspberry,  and  prickly  rose.  In 
addition  to  the  normal  arctic  plant  communities, 
the  dry,  steep  rock  south-facing  slopes  provide 
localized  environments  favorable  for  sagebrush 
growth. 


In  addition  to  esthetic  and  wildlife  values,  the 
natural  vegetation  in  the  Birch  Creek  area  is 
extremely  important  in  maintaining  water  quality 
and  a stable  watershed.  Dense  ground  cover  of 
grasses,  moss,  shrubs,  and  trees  retards  surface 
runoff  and  insulates  the  underlying  permafrost. 


TIMBER 

Some  of  the  forested  lands  in  the  Birch  Creek 
corridor  can  be  defined  as  commercial  forest  lands 
in  that  they  are  reported  to  meet  the  Forest 
Service  definition  of  being  capable  of  producing 
20  cubic  feet  per  acre  annually  of  useable  wood. 
Narrow  strips  of  white  spruce  and  isolated  stands 
of  aspen,  birch,  and  balsam  poplar  are  found  along 
the  river.  The  overall  forest  cover  in  the  Birch 
Creek  proposal  is  considered  to  be  noncommercial 
forested.  A small  area  of  undetermined  acreage  in 
the  upper  segment  is  "non-forested."  In  the  lower 
20-mile  segment  of  the  proposal  the  forest  cover 
adjacent  to  the  river  is  considered  interior 
commercial  forest  ( Land  Use  Capacity  and 
Management  Philosophies  for  Alaska,  BLM,  1973). 
However,  no  data  exists  on  acreage  or  board  feet 
of  commercial  timber  found  along  Birch  Creek  nor 
are  there  any  estimates  as  to  what  percentage  of 
the  corridor  would  be  of  commercial  size. 
Preliminary  examination  of  the  forest  cover 
density  together  with  moderately  steep  topog- 
raphy, difficult  access,  and  small  size  and  low 
density  of  timber  stands  in  the  upper  1 1 5 miles  of 
the  proposed  Birch  Creek  segment  suggests  little 
likelihood  for  economic  development.  A few  trees 
have  been  cut  for  construction  of  hunting  and 
trapping  cabins  and  for  related  use  as  fuel. 

Small  sawmils  are  located  in  the  communities  of 
Circle  and  Central  and  have  manufactured  lumber 
for  commercial  use  in  past  years.  This  lumber  was 
used  by  local  residents  for  construction  of 
residential  and  commercial  buildings. 
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FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  RESOURCES 
Grayling  is  the  only  fish  found  in  the  upper 
reaches.  Grayling,  northern  pike,  sheefish,  and 
whitefish  are  reported  in  the  lower  reaches.  King 
and  chum  salmon  spawn  immediately  downstream 
from  the  proposal. 

Moose,  black  bear,  and  wolves  are  common  along 
the  river.  Grizzly  bear  are  present  though 
infrequently  observed.  Caribou,  too,  are  present 
during  fall  and  winter  months.  Until  recent  years, 
a major  portion  of  the  Fortymile  caribou  herd 
(which  numbers  up  to  20,000  animals)  migrated 
through  the  area  to  and  from  calving  grounds.  The 
reasons  for  the  change  in  migration  pattern  are  not 
fully  known. 

Many  furbearing  animals  are  common  to  the  area, 
including  the  lynx,  otter,  beaver,  marten,  fox,  and 
wolverine.  Game  birds  include  ptarmigan,  grouse, 
ducks,  and  geese.  Map  8 shows  important  wildlife 
habitat  in  the  area. 

The  area  adjacent  to  the  lower  35  miles  of  the 
proposed  Wild  River  Area  has  been  identified  by 
the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  in  the 
publication  Alaska's  Wildlife  and  Habitat,  as  a 
significant  waterfowl  molting  and  nesting  area  for 
lesser  scaup,  pintails,  widgeons,  mallards, green- 
winged teals,  white-winged  scoters,  buffleheads, 
American  goldeneyes,  canvasbacks,  and  shovelers. 
Trumpeter  swans  also  may  nest  in  the  area.  Canada 
and  white-fronted  geese  and  little  brown  cranes  are 
common  in  the  wet  muskeg  areas. 

The  American  peregrine  falcon  (Falco  peregrines 
anatum)  is  known  to  nest  along  Birch  Creek.  As 
the  peregrine  falcon  is  a threatened  species 
(Threatened  Wildlife  of  the  United  States,  1973), 
the  nesting  sites  found  along  Birch  Creek  cliffs  are 
considered  quite  significant. 

Other  area  wildlife  of  special  interest  are  the 
timber  wolf  and  American  osprey.  In  addition,  the 


northern  bald  eagle  (Haliaeetus  leucocephalus 
alascanus)  is  frequently  observed.  Although  similar 
in  overall  appearance,  the  northern  bald  eagle  is 
not  the  same  as  the  threatened  southern  bald  eagle 
(Haliaeetus  1.  leucocephalus). 

LAND  OWNERSHIP 

Virtually  all  of  the  proposed  Wild  River  segment 
flows  through  lands  presently  held  by  the  Federal 
Government  and  managed  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (Map  2).  Aside  from  mining  claims, 
the  only  known  exceptions  to  Federal  land 
jurisdiction  and  control  are:  (1)  a Native  allotment 
application  at  the  Portage  Creek  confluence,  a 
40-acre  parcel  filed  September  27,  1968;  (2)  a 640 
acre  oil  and  gas  lease  in  the  Jumpoff  Creek  vicinity 
involving  approximately  1/2-mile  of  river,  filed 
July  1,  1970;  and  (3)  a patented  homesite  at  the 
Jumpoff  Creek  confluence,  a 5-acre  parcel 
patented  May  9,  1951. 

Lands  outside  the  1-mile  d-2  river  corridor  are 
classified  under  section  (d)(1)  of  the  Alaska  Native 
Claims  Settlement  Act  (ANCSA)  and  have  been 
withdrawn  from  all  forms  of  appropriation  except 
metalliferous  mining  claims. 

Under  the  Alaska  Statehood  Act,  the  State  owns 
the  river  bottom  of  all  “navigable"  streams  and 
rivers.  The  question  of  which  streams  are 
“navigable"  has  not  yet  been  decided  in  Alaska.  A 
determination  that  this  segment  is  "navigable"  will 
not  affect  the  designation  of  Birch  Creek  as  a Wild 
River. 

The  downstream  boundary  of  the  proposal  marks 
the  beginning  of  lands  withdrawn  for  Native 
selections  under  the  terms  of  the  Alaska  Native 
Claims  Settlement  Act. 

LAND  USE 

The  proposed  river  corridor  is  characterized  by  a 
primitive  environment  showing  little  evidence  of 
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man.  No  year-round  habitation,  farming,  lum- 
bering, grazing,  mining,  or  similar  activity  exists  in 
the  river  corridor.  At  present,  primary  land  uses 
include  canoeing,  hunting,  fishing,  trapping,  and 
other  recreational  pursuits.  The  only  evidence  of 
man  in  the  corridor  are  several  log  cabins.  At  least 
one  of  these  cabins  is  still  being  used  part  of  the 
year  for  trapping  purposes;  the  others  appear  to 
have  been  abandoned. 

It  is  assumed  that  subsistence  hunting,  fishing,  and 
trapping  takes  place  in  the  proposed  Wild  River 
area. 

Several  placer  gold  mining  claims  exist  at  5 
separate  locations  along  the  river— the  confluences 
of  North  Fork,  Harrington  Creek,  McLean  Creek, 
Buckley  Bar  Creek,  and  South  Fork.  These  have 
not  been  developed  and  assessment  work  within 
the  last  5 years  has  been  recorded  for  only  one 
site— McLean  Creek. 

A 640-acre  oil  and  gas  exploration  lease  covers 
approximately  1/2  mile  of  the  river  2 miles 
upstream  from  the  Jumpoff  Creek  confluence.  No 
drilling  has  taken  place. 

SUBSISTENCE 

The  current  extent  of  subsistence  activities  in  the 
proposed  Wild  River  Area  is  unknown.  No  definite 
information  on  such  activities  was  obtained  at  the 
hearings  held  by  the  Joint  Federal-State  Land  Use 
Planning  Commission  throughout  Alaska  during 
the  spring  of  1973  or  from  Doyon,  Ltd.  during  the 
winter  of  1972-1973  in  the  review  of  a discussion 
draft  outlining  available  data  and  preliminary 
evaluations  of  the  resources  of  the  135-mile 
portion  of  Birch  Creek. 

Three  communities  lie  near  the  proposal  area. 
Central,  Circle  Hot  Springs,  and  Circle.  According 
to  Alaska  Natives  and  the  Land,  village  residents  in 
the  Yukon  Flats  area,  in  which  Circle  is  located, 


travel  inside  of  a 40  to  50  mile  radius  in  pursuit  of 
subsistence  resources.  As  the  village  of  Circle  is 
within  18  miles  from  the  lower  terminus  of  the 
Wild  River  proposal,  it  is  assumed  that  some  minor 
subsistence  hunting,  fishing,  berry  picking,  and 
trapping  by  residents  of  this  village  occurs  in  the 
lower  segment  of  the  Birch  Creek  proposal. 

The  assumption  that  this  subsistence  use  of  the 
proposal  corridor  is  minor  is  based  on  the  fact  that 
the  village  of  Circle  is  on  the  Yukon  River  and  not 
within  the  Birch  Creek  drainage.  Most  subsistence 
activities  of  the  village  take  place  in  the  Yukon 
Flats  along  the  Yukon  River.  It  is  assumed  that 
few  residents  would  cross  over  to  the  Birch  Creek 
drainage  and  work  upstream  into  the  proposal  area 
when  better  habitat  and  less  competition  with 
sport  hunters  can  be  found  along  the  Yukon  in  the 
Flats,  an  area  which  is  not  road  accessible  as  is  the 
Birch  Creek  drainage. 

The  villages  of  Circle  Hot  Springs  and  Central  are 
located  on  tributaries  of  Birch  Creek  10  and  12 
miles  from  the  proposal  area  respectively.  Many  of 
the  residents  of  these  communities  use  wood  from 
surrounding  forests  for  heating  and  hunt,  fish  and 
trap  in  the  area. 

The  assumption  that  subsistence  use  in  the 
proposal  area  by  residents  of  these  communities  is 
minor  is  based  on  the  small  population  (less  than 
50  total)  of  the  two  villages  and  the  fact  that  the 
proposal  area  is  only  a small  portion  of  the  area 
accessible  to  them  for  subsistence  purposes. 

RECREATION 


EXISTING 

The  Alaska  Statewide  Comprehensive  Outdoor 
Recreation  Plan  (1970),  or  SCORP,  prepared  by 
the  State  indicates  a need  for  designated 
recreational  resources  to  satisfy  local,  statewide, 
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The  resources  of  the  proposed  Wild  River  Area 
are  expected  to  attract  increased  numbers  of 
recreationists. 
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and  out-of-state  demand.  These  include  trail 
related  activities  including  canoeing  which  are 
considered  the  most  popular  form  of  recreation  in 
the  State. 

The  type  and  amount  of  recreation  use  in  Alaska  is 

O 

often  dependent  upon  the  type  of  access  required 
to  get  to  the  recreation  resource.  Road  accessible 
areas  receive  heavy  pressure  and  these  are 
increasing  rapidly.  For  example,  Mt.  McKinley 
National  Park  showed  a marked  upward  shift  in 
visitation  in  1972  when  access  was  improved  (from 
44,652  in  1971  to  88,625  in  1972). 

Although  the  Birch  Creek  proposal  area  is  road 
accessible,  there  are  no  developed  recreational 
facilities  or  designated  recreational  areas  within 
the  proposed  Wild  River  corridor;  however,  in  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  pamphlet 
"Alaska  Canoe  Trails,"  published  in  1970,  the 
entire  proposed  Birch  Creek  Wild  River  Area  is 
listed  as  offering  canoeing  opportunities.  The 
described  "put-in"  point  is  on  the  Steese  Highway 
near  the  proposed  upper  boundary  of  the  area. 
The  "take-out"  point  is  at  the  Steese  Highway 
bridge  crossing,  15  miles  downstream  from  the 
proposed  lower  boundary.  This  is  listed  on  the 
Alaska  Official  Highway  Map  as  the  Birch  Creek 
Wilderness  Canoe  Trail.  This  map  also  lists 
Ketchem  Creek  Campground,  Bedrock  Creek 
Campground,  and  Pinnell  Mountain  Trail  as  BLM 
recreation  areas  near  the  proposal. 

Birch  Creek  offers  outstanding  recreational 
opportunities  for  nonmotorized  "float  boat"  use 
for  the  experienced  canoeist  (canoeing,  kayaking, 
rafting).  It  is  one  of  the  very  few  Clearwater  rivers 
in  the  State  with  road  access  at  two  points  on  an 
otherwise  undisturbed  river  segment.  The  recrea- 
tionist is  offered  a wilderness  experience  along  the 
river  without  having  to  pay  the  high  costs  of 
aircraft  transportation— a unique  proposition  in 
Alaska.  Although  the  take-out  point  described  in 
the  BLM  pamphlet  is  located  outside  the  proposed 


river  area  boundary,  another  road  access  take-out 
point  exists  at  Mile  140  of  the  Steese  Highway.  A 
vehicle  shuttle  of  about  50  miles  (one-way)  is 
necessary. 

Present  recreational  use  of  the  Birch  Creek 
proposal  area,  including  hunting  and  fishing,  is 
estimated  at  2,700  annual  visftor  days. 

FUTURE 

The  resources  of  the  proposed  Wild  River  Area  are 
expected  to  attract  increased  numbers  of  recrea- 
tionists in  the  near  future.  These  resources  provide 
excellent  opportunities  for  fishing,  hunting,  nature 
study,  photography,  wildlife  observation,  wilder- 
ness camping,  and  hiking.  Small  quantities  of  gold 
at  several  tributary  confluences  present  the 
opportunity  for  recreational  gold  panning.  Several 
abandones  trapping  cabins  lend  themselves  to 
historical  interpretation. 

The  greatest  number  of  visitors  are  expected  to  see 
the  area  by  canoe,  raft,  or  kayak. 

The  river  current  generally  is  moderate  and,  in 
most  cases,  paddling  is  optional.  During  periods  of 
high  water  levels,  the  rapids  are  easier  to  negotiate, 
although  the  faster  currents,  floating  debris, 
sweepers,  and  possible  new  channel  cuts  present 
hazards  to  which  canoeists  must  be  alert. 
Campsites  and  firewood  are  plentiful  throughout 
the  corridor. 

At  the  present  time,  Birch  Creek  is  not  road 
accessible  during  the  winter  months.  However,  if  a 
justifiable  demand  for  winter  maintenance  of  the 
Steese  Highway  is  identified  the  State  Highway 
Department  will,  depending  on  legislative  appro- 
priations level,  perform  the  required  maintenance. 
By  providing  year-round  maintenance  of  the 
Steese  Highway,  recreational  off-road  vehicle  uses 
(principally  snow  machines)  will  significantly 
increase,  primarily  in  the  Kethchem  Dome  area. 
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Most  of  the  limitations  to  recreation  in  the  area 
are  related  to  natural  elements.  The  harsh  arctic 
climate  allows  a relatively  short  season  for 
"summer"  recreational  uses,  i.e.,  June  through 
September.  Freezing  temperatures  in  Fairbanks  to 
the  south  have  been  recorded  in  all  months  but 
July.  Water  temperature  remains  cool  all  summer, 
prohibiting  any  prolonged  body  contact.  Winters 
are  extremely  severe  with  cold  temperatures 
(down  to  -60°  F.  and  lower),  and  deep  snows  (50 
to  60  inches).  Short  daylight  hours  tend  to  limit 
winter  sports  use  through  December  and  early 
January.  However,  with  the  approach  of  spring 
and  the  increasing  daylight  hours  and  cloudless 
skies,  snowmobiling,  snowshoeing,  and  cross- 
country skiing  become  significant  activities. 

Increases  in  recreational  use  are  anticipated 
regardless  of  whether  or  not  the  proposal  is 
implemented  because  the  river  is  road  accessible 
and  lies  within  94  highway  miles,  or  75  air  miles, 
from  Fairbanks. 


The  ecological  capacity  of  the  proposal  area  has 
been  estimated  at  10,700  annual  visitor  days. 
During  master  planning  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  will  refine  this  estimate.  Table  1 
summarizes  the  existing  and  prospective  annual 
outdoor  recreation  use  if  the  Birch  Creek  Wild 
River  is  added  to  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  System. 


PROBABLE  ENVIRONMENT  WITHOUT 
THE  PROPOSAL 

It  is  probable  that  multiple-use  management  of  the 
river  and  its  immediate  environment  would 
continue  as  it  has  in  the  past  and  consider  the 
desirability  and  need  for  public  recreation  facilities 
and  access.  This  would  be  balanced  against  other 
resource  values  and  it  is  possible  that  there  would 
be  some  immediate  impacts  on  the  existing 
primitive  environment  of  the  Birch  Creek  area, 
particularly  since  this  area  is  presently  road 
accessible.  Impacts  on  the  future  environment 
would  depend  upon  which  of  the  several  values,  or 
combinations  of  values,  receives  emphasis. 

The  changes  in  demography,  transportation,  and 
uses  of  the  natural  resources  that  so  dramatically 
and  sometimes  drastically  altered  the  environment 
in  the  lower  48  states  seem  destined  to  eventually 
occur  in  this  relatively  unchanged  region  of 
Alaska.  The  discovery  of  oil  and  gas  in  Alaska  at  a 
time  when  the  demand  for  these  resources  is 
critical  has  focused  world-wide  attention  on  the 
State.  Experience  from  similar  discoveries  else- 
where clearly  reveals  what  might  happen  for  the 
remote  regions  of  Alaska. 

The  pressures  brought  upon  the  renewable  and 
nonrenewable  resources  of  this  region  can  only 
increase  with  time;  therefore,  it  is  assumed  that  in 
the  long-term,  the  existing  primitive  environment 
of  Birch  Creek  might  be  substantially  altered 
without  the  proposal. 
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TABLE  1.  Estimated  Annual  Existing  and  Prospective  Recreation  Use  in  Visitor-days  for  Selected  Activities 
if  Birch  Creek  and  its  Immediate  Environment  are  Added  to  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System 


Outdoor  Rec.  Activity’ 

Resident1 2 

Existing 

Non-Resident 

Total 

Prospective3 

Resident2  Non-Resident 

Total 

Boating,  non-motor4 

800 

150 

950 

2,000 

1,000 

3,000 

Camping,  primitive 

800 

200 

1,0.00 

2,600 

1,100 

3,700 

Picnicking 

N 

N 

N 

100 

100 

200 

Sightseeing 

N 

N 

N 

50 

50 

100 

Nature  Study 

80 

20 

100 

300 

100 

400 

Hiking 

N 

N 

N 

300 

100 

400 

Rock-hounding5 

25 

25 

50 

100 

200 

300 

Winter  sports  (motorized) 

N 

- 

N 

200 

N 

200 

Winter  sports  (non-motor)6 

N 

- 

N 

200 

N 

200 

Hunting 

180 

20 

200 

700 

100 

800 

Fishing 

340 

60 

400 

1,200 

200 

1,400 

Total  Visitor-days 

2,225 

475 

2,700 

7,750 

2,950 

10,700 

1 All  non-recreation  activities  are  excluded,  e.g.,  a subsistence  hunter  traveling  by  boat  is  excluded. 

2 Includes  both  Native  and  Non-Native. 

3 Assumes  high-quality  experience  will  be  provided  and  that  capacity  of  resources  of  facilities  will  not  be 
exceeded. 

4 Raft,  canoe,  kayak. 

5 Includes  recreation  gold  panning. 

6 Cross-country  skiing,  snowshoeing,  dog  sledding. 

N— Negligible. 


50 


III.  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 


Four  primary  assumptions  have  been  made  in  the 
evaluation  of  available  data  for  the  Birch  Creek 
area.  These  are: 

1.  Public  recreational  use  of  Birch  Creek  and  its 
immediate  environment  will  increase  with  or 
without  designation  as  a Wild  River. 

2.  Designation  as  a Wild  River  will  accelerate  the 
rate  of  recreation  use  thereby  shortening  the  time 
span  when  use  approaches  the  capability  of  the 
environment  to  withstand  use  without  substantial 
impairment. 

3.  Lands  now  pending  transfer  to  private  owner- 
ship within  the  immediate  environment  of  the 
proposed  Birch  Creek  Wild  River  will  be 
adjudicated  with  or  without  Wild  River  desig- 
nation. 

4.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  will  continue 
to  be  the  Federal  land  manager  for  the  135-mile 
segment  of  Birch  Creek  with  or  without  the 
proposal. 


IMPACT  ON  SUBSISTENCE 

Except  as  may  be  otherwise  prohibited  by  Federal 
or  State  law,  existing  traditional  subsistence  uses 
of  renewable  resources  will  be  permitted  until  it  is 
demonstrated  by  the  Secretary  that  utilization  of 
these  resources  is  no  longer  economically  nor 
physically  necessary  to  maintain  human  life  nor  is 
no  longer  necessary  to  provide  opportunities  for 
the  survival  of  Alaskan  cultures  on  subsistence  as  a 
way  of  life. 

If  it  is  demonstrated  that  continued  subsistence 
uses  may  result  in  a progressive  reduction  of 
animal  or  plant  resources  which  could  lead  to  long 
range  alternations  of  ecosystems,  the  managing 
agency,  following  consultation  with  the  Alaska 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  communities  and 
affected  individuals,  shall  have  the  authority  to 


restrict  subsistence  activities  in  part  or  all  of  the 
proposal. 

Within  the  proposal  area  there  is  a 40-acre  Native 
allotment  application  at  the  confluence  of  Portage 
Creek.  Although  not  within  the  Birch  Creek 
drainage  basin,  the  village  of  Circle  on  the  Yukon 
River  is  only  18  air  miles  from  the  downstream 
boundary  of  the  proposed  Wild  River  Area.  Most 
villages  in  the  Yukon  Flats  are  reported  to  do  the 
majority  of  their  subsistence  activities  within  a 
radius  of  40  to  50  miles  of  their  home.  Therefore, 
it  is  assumed  that  residents  from  the  village  of 
Circle  obtain  some  subsistence  hunting,  fishing, 
berrypicking,  and  trapping  from  the  lower  segment 
of  the  proposal  area.  However,  most  of  their 
subsistence  activities  are  carried  out  along  the 
Yukon  River  in  the  Yukon  Flats  where  habitat  is 
better  and  where  there  is  less  pressure  from  sport 
hunters. 

The  residents  of  Central  and  Circle  Hot  Springs 
which  are  within  the  Birch  Creek  drainage 
undoubtedly  make  some  subsistence  use  of  the 
proposal  area.  The  village  of  Birch  Creek  is  over 
100  river  miles  below  the  proposed  area  and 
villagers  do  not  use  the  proposal  area  for 
subsistence  activities. 

The  proposal  does  not  affect  existing  jurisdiction 
or  responsibility  of  the  State  of  Alaska  over  fish 
and  wildlife  resources  in  the  Birch  Creek  area  for 
subsistence  or  sport  purposes.  Moose,  the  most 
important  big  game  animal  for  subsistence  in  the 
Yukon  Flats,  is  taken  under  season  and  bag  limits 
established  by  the  State.  There  is  no  distinction 
between  sport  or  subsistence  harvest  of  moose  or 
other  game  under  State  law.  Fishing,  hunting,  and 
trapping  will  continue  under  applicable  Federal 
and  State  regulations.  Under  the  provisions  of  the 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  may,  after  consultation  with  the  Alaska 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  designate  zones  or 
periods  when  hunting  would  not  be  permitted 
because  of  public  safety,  administration,  or  public 
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use  enjoyment.  No  such  action  is  planned  in  the 
Birch  Creek  area. 

The  overall  impact  of  the  proposed  designation  of 
Birch  Creek  as  a Wild  River  on  subsistence  use  of 
fish  and  wildlife  resources  is  considered  to  be 
minor. 

IMPACT  ON  GEOLOGICAL  AND 
MINERAL  RESOURCES 

Outcroppings  of  Birch  Creek  Schist  are  found 
along  the  Wild  River  proposal  area.  This  formation 
is  associated  with  mineral  deposits,  notably  gold. 
Placer  mining  is  presently  taking  place  in  the 
headwaters  of  Birch  Creek  above  the  proposal 
boundary  as  well  as  in  the  drainages  of  Butte, 
Bear,  Eagle,  and  Harrison  Creeks,  tributaries  to  the 
proposed  Wild  River.  Uncontrolled  or  poorly 
controlled  mining  in  these  areas  could  have  an 
adverse  effect  upon  the  water  quality  of  Birch 
Creek  and  its  tributaries— lowering  the  pH, 
increasing  the  sediment  load,  and  reducing  the 
dissolved  oxygen.  These  factors  could  reduce  or 
eliminate  the  fishing  resources  of  the  river. 

There  are  at  least  12  mining  claims  within  the 
proposal  segment,  however,  assessment  work  in 
the  past  5 years  has  only  been  recorded  on  one 
claim  near  the  confluence  of  McLean  Creek.  There 
is  currently  no  information  available  on  the  status 
of  the  other  claims. 

One  permit  for  the  use  of  2,000,000  gallons  of 
water  upstream  of  the  proposal  has  been  granted 
by  the  State  of  Alaska  for  placer  mining 
operations.  Available  information  indicates  the 
diverted  water  would  be  returned  upstream  from 
the  proposal.  Compliance  with  the  State  approved 
water  quality  standards  no  adverse  effects  are 
anticipated. 

A 640-acre  oil  and  gas  lease  has  been  filed 
involving  approximately  1/2  mile  of  river  in  the 


vicinity  of  Jumpoff  Creek,  although  this  area  is 
not  included  in  provinces  or  basins  identified  by 
the  Geological  Survey  studies  as  having  underlying 
geologic  formations  favorable  to  oil  or  gas 
locations. 

Subject  to  existing  valid  rights,  designation  as  a 
Wild  River  will  cause  minerals  in  Federal  lands 
within  the  proposal  to  be  withdrawn  from  all 
forms  of  appropriation  under  the  mining  laws  and 
operation  from  the  mineral  leasing  laws.  Existing 
valid  claims  would  be  subject  to  regulations  to 
preserve  existing  water  quality  and  prevent  undue 
impairment  of  the  scenery. 

It  is  possible  that  mining  or  geothermal  explora- 
tion in  areas  adjacent  to  the  river  area  would 
require  access  across  the  Birch  Creek  Wild  River. 
Such  crossings  would  be  undertaken  on  a permit 
basis.  Requirements  that  alternative  routes  or 
means  of  transportation  other  than  the  most  direct 
road  or  trail  could  affect  the  feasibility  of  mineral 
development. 

Gold  placer  mining  activities  in  the  headwaters  of 
Birch  Creek  or  in  tributary  drainages  which  lie 
outside  the  proposal  boundary  would  not  be 
affected  by  the  proposal. 

Overall  impacts  of  the  proposed  Wild  River 
designation  on  mining  and  minerals  is  considered 
minimal.  However,  if  mineralization  in  the  area 
were  found  to  be  economic,  stipulations  in  permits 
to  cross  the  proposed  area  might  well  be  severe. 
Further,  restrictions  on  use  of  water  and  discharge 
requirements  might  well  shut  down  upstream 
placer  operations. 

IMPACT  ON  TRANSPORTATION 

The  proposed  Birch  Creek  Wild  River  is  presently 
road  accessible.  The  Steese  Highway  intersects  the 
proposal  area  at  its  upstream  and  downstream 
boundaries.  At  the  upstream  boundary  the 
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highway  crosses  North  Fork  approximately  1/2 
mile  from  its  confluence  with  Birch  Creek,  and  a 
four-wheel-drive  trail  leads  from  the  highway  to 
the  confluence.  At  the  downstream  boundary  of 
the  proposal  area,  a 1 /4-mile-long  trail  leads  from 
the  highway  to  a privately  owned  cabin  on  Birch 
Creek  at  the  confluence  of  Jumpoff  Creek.  One 
mile  further  downstream  the  Steese  Highway  again 
comes  within  1/4  mile  of  the  river  although  there 
is  no  connecting  trail. 

The  Alaska  Department  of  Highways  has  proposed 
an  extension  of  the  existing  highway  which  runs 
between  Central  and  Circle  Hot  Springs  (both 
outside  the  proposal  area).  This  extension  would 
cross  Birch  Creek  approximately  30  miles  upriver 
from  the  downstream  boundary,  and  continue 
southeast  to  the  village  of  Eagle,  Alaska,  Wild 
River  classification  of  Birch  Creek  could  result  in  a 
rerouting  of  this  highway  to  avoid  crossing  the 
proposed  segment  or  location  and  design  consider- 
ations to  minimize  the  highway.  Rerouting  would 
probably  result  in  increasing  the  total  length  of  the 
highway.  This  would  entail  greater  construction 
costs  and  increased  distance  and  travel  time  by  the 
highway  user.  Small  aircraft  land  on  many  exposed 
gravel  bars  throughout  the  proposal  area.  Float- 
plane access  is  restricted  to  the  long  channels  and 
oxbows  in  the  lower  main  segment  due  to  the 
shallow  water  and  restricted  access  in  the  upper 
reaches  of  the  proposal  area. 

The  river  is  also  accessible  by  snow  machine  during 
the  winter  months  from  the  Steese  Highway.  If  the 
Steese  Highway  is  maintained  year-round,  this  use 
is  expected  to  increase  in  the  future.  During  the 
summer,  motorboat  access  to  Birch  Creek  is 
possible  from  the  Steese  Highway  bridge  at 
Milepost  147,  below  the  proposal  area.  From  this 
point  motorboats  can  proceed  upstream  of  the 
lower  boundary  for  30  to  40  miles  depending  on 
water  level. 

The  proposed  designation  of  Birch  Creek  as  a Wild 
River  will  cause  impacts  on  transportation  to  the 


extent  use  will  be  dispersed  or  limited  and  the 
highway  extension  is  rerouted  or  modified.  This 
impact  is  considered  moderate. 

IMPACT  ON  LAND  OWNERSHIP 
AND  USE  OF  LAND 

The  immediate  environment  of  Birch  Creek  within 
the  proposal  area  is  almost  totally  in  Federal 
ownership.  A single  tract  of  5 acres  has  been 
patented  as  a homesite  and  a 40-acre  parcel  is 
pending  transfer  as  a Native  allotment. 

Approximately  1,500  acres  of  land  is  involved  in 
the  streambed  of  Birch  Creek.  If  determined 
"navigable"  under  the  terms  of  the  Alaska 
Statehood  Act  the  streambed  would  be  in  State 
ownership.  Wild  River  designation  would  have  no 
impact  on  State  ownership  of  the  riverbed. 

There  are  no  patented  mining  claims  within  the 
proposal  although  there  are  at  least  12  claims 
along  the  river  segment.  Assessment  work  in  the 
past  5 years  has  only  been  recorded  on  one  claim. 
An  oil  and  gas  lease  at  the  lower  boundary  of  the 
proposal  area  was  filed  in  July  1970. 

The  proposal  would  preclude  additional  conces- 
sions of  public  domain  to  private  ownership  within 
the  immediate  environment  of  the  proposal  area. 
Therefore  existing  private  land  and  lands  pending 
transfer  into  private  ownership  will  be  distinctive 
in  their  location  within  the  Wild  River.  As  such  the 
market  value  of  these  lands  would  increase  at  a 
higher  rate  than  would  be  expected  without  the 
proposal. 

Use  of  private  lands  within  the  immediate 
environment  will  be  regulated  to  protect  existing 
scenic  qualities  by  establishing  zoning  require- 
ments, scenic  easements,  prohibiting  the  cutting  of 
timber,  and  locating  of  structures  on  the 
immediate  riverbanks.  Access  to  the  river  corridor 
will  be  controlled. 
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The  impact  of  the  proposal  on  existing  and 
prospective  private  ownership  and  use  of  land 
within  the  immediate  environment  of  Birch  Creek 
while  significant  is  considered  slight  because  of  the 
small  amount  of  land  presently  in  or  pending 
transfer  to  private  ownership. 

IMPACT  ON  RECREATION 

The  Birch  Creek  Wild  River  has  potential  for 
providing  quality  outdoor  recreation  opportunities 
in  a primitive  setting.  Present  uses  over  most  of  the 
proposal  area  are  confined  to  canoeing  and  related 
uses  such  as  primitive  camping,  wildlife  observa- 
tion, nature  photography,  hunting,  and  fishing. 
Approximately  25  parties  (averaging  3 persons  per 
party)  canoed  down  the  river  corridor  during  the 
summer  of  1972.  Additional  use  took  place  in  the 
lower  10  to  20  miles  of  the  corridor  in  the  form  of 
hunting  and  fishing.  Some  of  this  use  may  have 
been  associated  with  subsistence  activities  from 
the  village  of  Circle. 

The  existing  types  of  recreational  activities  are 
expected  to  continue  and  the  levels  of  use  to 
increase  from  the  present  estimated  2,700  annual 
visitor  days  to  the  estimated  carrying  capacity  of 
the  resource— 10,700  annual  visitor  days. 

The  capacity  of  the  environment  of  Birch  Creek  to 
withstand  increasing  use  without  impairment  is 
unknown.  For  the  purpose  of  this  analysis  an 
estimated  capacity  of  10,700  visitor  days  annually 
is  used  as  an  indicator  of  capacity  and 
relationships  between  recreation  activities  and 
between  winter  and  summer  use. 

As  can  be  seen  from  Table  1 future  recreational  use 
would  be  limited  to  the  amounts  and  types  of 
outdoor  recreation  consistent  with  the  objective  of 
maintaining  the  existing  environment  unimpaired, 
and  that  this  would  include  designating  specific 
camping  areas  to  reduce  fire  or  health  hazards,  or 
zones  and  times  when  activities  such  as  snow 
machine  use  could  take  place. 


The  proposed  management  may  cause  people  to  go 
to  other  rivers,  postpone  trips,  or  forego  certain 
types  of  outdoor  recreation  activities  when  those 
activities  have  reached  saturation  levels. 

As  a result  of  the  proposed  management,  visitors 
to  Birch  Creek  would  be  more  likely  to  have  a high 
quality  primitive  recreation  experience  resulting 
from  a less  crowded  environment. 

The  permit  for  2,000,000  gallons  of  water  per  day 
in  Birch  Creek  upstream  from  the  proposal  will 
not  affect  recreational  use  of  the  area  within  the 
proposal  since  the  diverted  water  will  be  returned 
to  Birch  Creek  upstream  from  the  proposed 
boundary. 

Overall  impacts  of  the  proposal  on  recreation  use 
in  the  Birch  Creek  area  are  considered  of  major 
importance. 

IMPACT  ON  WATER  QUALITY 

Birch  Creek  is  a nonglacial,  clear  water  stream.  The 
transparent  waters  of  the  upper  reaches  take  on  a 
brownish  or  tea-colored  cast  in  the  lower  reaches 
as  a result  of  organic  matter  from  adjacent  bogs 
and  sloughs  and  from  active  bank  erosion.  Water 
quality  data  for  the  river  area  is  limited. 

Water  temperatures  are  cool  and  are  considered  to 
be  conducive  to  the  prolongation  of  the  life  of 
pathogenic  organisms. 

The  river  generally  carries  a relatively  small 
amount  of  sediment;  however,  the  water  dis- 
charged by  two  tributaries,  Harrison  and  Eagle 
Creeks,  are  sometimes  opaque  due  to  a heavy 
sediment  load  and  for  several  miles  downstream 
from  these  confluences  a discoloration  of  the 
water  can  be  perceived  due  to  the  influx  of 
suspended  sediment.  These  creeks  have  been  and 
are  mined  for  placer  gold  and  it  is  assumed  the 
discoloration  of  Birch  Creek  is  directly  attribu- 
table to  the  mining  operations  in  the  Eagle  Creek 
and  Harrison  Creek  drainages. 


54 


One  permit  for  the  use  of  2,000,000  gallons  of 
water  upstream  from  the  proposal  has  been 
granted  by  the  State  of  Alaska.  Available 
information  indicates  the  diverted  water  would  be 
returned  upstream  from  the  proposal.  Compliance 
with  the  State  approved  water  quality  standards 
no  adverse  effects  on  water  quality  are  anticipated. 

Increased  placer  mining  activities  in  these  streams 
will  necessitate  strict  enforcement  of  the  Envir- 
onmental Protection  Agency's  approved  State 
water  quality  standards.  The  environmental 
impacts  of  such  mining  activities  on  water  quality 
in  the  proposed  river  corridor  will  depend  upon 
the  extent  of  illegal  discharges  of  mining  wastes 
into  the  proposal  area. 

The  proposal  will  accelerate  the  rate  of  annual 
recreation  use  in  the  river  area.  More  people  can 
cause  serious  health  hazards  through  indiscrimi- 
nate disposal  of  human  wastes.  More  people  will 
also  cause  increased  soil  compaction  and  loss  of 
vegetation  through  trampling  or  fire,  thereby 
increasing  the  amounts  of  suspended  sediments. 
Increased  use  of  aircraft,  motorboats  in  the  lower 
reaches,  snow  machines,  or  other  motorized 
equipment  could  also  degrade  existing  water 
quality  through  oil  and  fuel  spills. 

With  the  amounts  and  types  of  anticipated 
outdoor  recreation  use  associated  with  the 
proposal,  overall  impacts  on  water  quality  are 
considered  minor. 


IMPACT  ON  SCENIC  QUALITIES 

The  proposed  Birch  Creek  Wild  River  flows 
through  a broad  valley  surrounded  by  rolling  hills 
and  low  mountains  of  theYukon-TananaUplands 
before  crossing  into  the  upper  regions  of  the 
Yukon  Flats  where  relief  diminishes  and  the 
uplands  are  separated  from  the  river  by  several 
miles  of  tundra  marshlands. 


Birch  Creek  Schist  is  named  after  this  river. 
Spectacular  schist  examples  are  found  along  the 
river  in  rock  outcroppings  and  on  adjacent 
hillsides.  These  outcroppings  and  coloration  of  the 
exposed  bedrock  are  of  outstanding  interest  to  the 
layman  as  well  as  the  geologist. 

Cutting  of  trees  for  house  logs  or  local  use  will  be 
on  a permit  basis  and  only  when  there  is  no 
reasonable  alternative  and  the  scenic  integrity  of 
the  particular  area  can  be  maintained.  Acreage, 
frontage,  set-back  requirements,  and  design  stan- 
dards will  keep  structures  harmonious  with  their 
location.  Surface  access  to  the  proposed  area  will 
be  controlled  to  prevent  undue  impairment  of  the 
scenery. 

An  increase  in  the  number  of  recreationists  visiting 
the  area  can  result  in  increased  litter. 

To  the  extent  the  proposal  will  retain  existing 
scenic  qualities  of  the  immediate  environment  of 
the  Birch  Creek  Wild  River  Area,  the  impact  of  the 
proposal  on  preserving  the  existing  scenic  qualities 
is  considered  to  be  major. 

IMPACT  ON  SOILS  AND  VEGETATION 

The  gravelly  and  stoney  soils  on  the  steep  slopes  of 
the  upper  and  middle  sections  of  the  Birch  Creek 
proposal  are  subject  to  extensive  solifluction. 
Destruction  of  the  vegetative  cover  can  result  in 
severe  erosion.  The  valley  floor  is  susceptible  to 
marshiness  and/or  flooding  and  soils  are  largely 
silty  and  poorly  drained.  A large  portion  of  the 
river  area  is  underlain  by  permafrost  which, 
because  of  shallow  overlying  soils,  is  quite 
incompatible  with  surface  disturbance.  Few  if  any 
areas  would  be  suitable  for  cropping. 

Vegetation  within  the  Birch  Creek  area  ranges 
from  alpine  tundra  to  white  spruce-paper  birch 
forests.  These  are  especially  noteworthy  because 
existing  plant  communities  reflect  little  evidence 
of  man's  activity. 
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The  proposal  is  expected  to  result  in  an  increased 
annual  visitation  to  the  immediate  environment  of 
Birch  Creek.  With  more  people,  soil  compaction, 
loss  of  plant  cover,  and  increased  erosion  can  be 
expected  at  the  campsites  and  along  trails. 
Further,  with  more  people  visiting  the  area  there 
could  be  a substantial  increase  in  the  threat  of 
forest  fire.  Fire  fighting  activities,  such  as  fire  lines 
and  back  fires,  could  result  in  additional  soil 
erosion  and  would  result  in  loss  of  vegetative 
cover.  Increasing  use  of  snow  machines  and  off 
road  vehicles  will  result  in  some  destruction  of 
natural  vegetation  and  brush.  This  vegetation  is 
quite  important  as  it  provides  protection  to  the 
soil  and  aids  in  preventing  runoff. 

The  proposal  is  considered  to  have  only  a minor 
impact  on  soils  and  vegetation  whereas,  the 
increased  threat  of  forest  fire  and  associated  fire 
fighting  activities  is  considered  quite  important. 

IMPACT  ON  TIMBER 

The  overall  forest  cover  in  the  Birch  Creek 
proposal  area  is  considered  noncommercial  except 
for  the  lower  20-mile  segment  of  the  proposal 
where  the  strips  and  isolated  stands  of  timber 
adjacent  to  the  river  are  considered  interior 
commercial  forest. 

No  data  exists  on  acreage  or  board  feet  of 
commercial  timber  along  Birch  Creek  or  whether 
economic  commercial  timber  harvesting  would  be 
possible. 

Harvest  of  timber  would  be  permitted  only  when 
water  quality,  scenery,  soil  stability,  wildlife 
habitat,  or  other  natural  values  remain  substan- 
tially unaltered. 

The  impact  of  the  Birch  Creek  Wild  River  proposal 
on  timber  harvest  along  the  river  area  is  estimated 
to  be  insignificant. 


IMPACT  ON  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE 

The  proposal  will  accelerate  the  rate  of  annual 
visitation  to  the  immediate  environment  of  Birch 
Creek  which  in  time  will  increase  impacts  on  fish 
and  wildlife  resources  in  the  area. 

Although  grayling  is  the  only  fish  found  in  the 
upper  reaches,  northern  pike,  sheefish,  and 
whitefish  are  found  in  the  lower  river  segment  of 
the  proposal  area.  Good  grayling  fishing  in  terms 
of  numbers  and  size  is  found  in  the  lower  reaches. 
It  is  not  known  whether  this  fishing  results  from 
low  fishing  pressure  or  high  productivity.  To  the 
extent  the  fishing  is  related  to  low  use  pressures, 
the  proposal  will  have  a significant  impact  because 
fishing  pressure  will  be  accelerated. 

Big  game  species  common  in  the  immediate 
environment  of  Birch  Creek  include  black  bear, 
moose,  and  wolves.  Caribou  are  present  during  fall 
and  winter.  Grizzly  bear  are  present  though 
infrequently  observed.  The  impact  of  the  proposal 
on  these  big  game  species  is  considered  significant 
because  important  habitat  is  included  and 
preserved  unimpaired  for  wildlife  use. 

The  lower  35  miles  of  the  proposal  area  is  a 
significant  waterfowl  molting  and  nesting  area.  In 
addition  to  waterfowl,  game  birds  include 
ptarmigan  and  grouse.  The  threatened  American 
peregrine  falcon  is  known  to  nest  along  Birch 
Creek.  The  impact  of  the  proposal  on  waterfowl, 
game  birds,  and  the  American  peregrine  falcon  is 
significant  to  the  extent  critical  habitat  is 
protected. 

Winter  sports  use  of  the  proposal  area,  especially 
with  snow  machines,  may  result  in  harassment  of 
big  game  and  fur  animals  and  some  loss  of  natural 
vegetation  required  to  maintain  wildlife  popula- 
tions. The  proposal  will  not  affect  the  jurisdiction 
or  responsibility  of  the  State  of  Alaska  over  fish 
and  wildlife  resources  associated  with  the  Birch 
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Creek  Wild  River  proposal  area.  Fish,  hunting,  and 
trapping  would  continue  under  applicable  Federal 
and  State  regulations.  Under  the  provisions  of  the 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  may,  after  consultation  with  the  Alaska 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  designate  zones  or 
periods  when  hunting  would  not  be  permitted 
because  of  public  safety,  administration,  or  public 
use  or  enjoyment.  However,  no  such  action  is 
planned  in  the  Birch  Creek  area. 

IMPACT  ON  WATER  RESOURCE 
DEVELOPMENT  AND  WATER  USE 

The  135  miles  of  Birch  Creek  included  in  the 
proposal  are  free-flowing  and  natural.  There  are  no 
impoundments,  diversions,  straightening,  rip- 
rapping, or  modifications  of  the  stream.  There  are 
no  pending  or  proposed  water  resource  projects 
within  the  Wild  River  Area.  No  rights  to  water 
within  the  proposed  river  segment  have  been 
applied  for  and  none  have  been  granted  by  the 
State  of  Alaska. 

Designation  of  Birch  Creek  as  a Wild  River  will  not 
affect  existing  jurisdiction  of  the  State  over  the 
water  in  Birch  Creek.  Designation  would  preclude 
construction  of  dams,  rip-rapping,  or  other 
modifications  of  the  waterway  within  the  Wild 
River  Area.  It  would  not  have  a significant  effect 
on  decisionmaking  for  downstream  projects  which 
would  not  modify  in  any  way  the  water  regimen 
of  the  designated  river  segment.  Diversion  of  water 
in  sufficient  quantity  to  diminish  the  scenic, 
recreational,  and  fish  and  wildlife  values  now 
present  in  the  proposal  area  would  be  foregone. 

Three  to  five  miles  upstream  from  the  proposal 
area  the  State  has  granted  a water  permit  for  the 
use  of  up  to  2 million  gallons  per  day  from  Birch 
Creek  for  placer  mining  activities.  An  application 
for  a permit  to  use  up  to  5,000  gallons  per  day 
from  Eagle  Creek  in  the  Birch  Creek  headwaters 
has  been  filed  with  the  State.  The  impact  of  the 


future  of  such  water  quantities  needs  to  be 
determined. 


IMPACT  ON  HISTORICAL  AND 
CULTURAL  FEATURES 

In  an  unpublished  manuscript  entitled  "Archeo- 
logical Survey  and  Excavation  in  the  Proposed 
Rampart  Dam  Impoundment,  1963-63,"  by 
Frederick  Hadleigh  West  of  the  University  of 
Alaska,  at  least  two  archeological  sites  were 
identified  at  the  lower  end  of  the  proposed  area  in 
the  vicinity  of  Jumpoff  Creek.  Several  artifacts 
were  found  at  this  location. 

Several  old  abandoned  cabins  along  the  river  could 
well  be  remnants  of  the  gold  rush  or  fur  trapping 
era;  however,  historical  significance  of  these  cabins 
is  unknown. 

There  are  no  properties  within  the  proposal  area 
which  are  on,  or  nominated  for,  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places  at  this  time. 

The  accelerated  rate  of  annual  visitation  which 
would  accompany  designation  of  the  135-mile 
segment  of  Birch  Creek  and  its  immediate 
environment  as  a Wild  River  could  cause  serious 
damage  to  any  historic  or  cultural  features  not 
adequately  protected;  consequently,  the  impact  of 
the  proposal  could  be  significant. 


IMPACT  ON  LOCAL  ECONOMY 

The  extent  of  local  economic  activities  dependent 
upon  resources  in  the  proposal  area  is  unknown. 

Although  there  are  at  least  a dozen  mining  claims 
along  the  river  segment  within  the  proposal, 
assessment  work  in  the  past  5 years  has  only  been 
recorded  for  one  claim  near  the  confluence  of 
McLean  Creek. 
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There  are  no  known  commercial  timber  harvests, 
grazing,  or  industrial  uses  within  the  proposal  area. 
To  the  extent  that  future  mining,  timber  harvest, 
grazing,  agriculture,  or  industrial  uses  might  be 
curtailed  or  foreclosed  as  a result  of  the  proposal 
there  could  be  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
Available  information  suggest  that  any  such 
impact  would  be  minimal. 

The  proposal  will  accelerate  the  rate  of  annual 
visitor  use  in  the  river  area.  More  people  will  mean 
a demand  for  guiding  services,  equipment  sale  and 
rentals,  air  shuttle  services,  and  related  personal 
services  and  goods.  To  the  extent  the  proposal 
increases  the  number  of  people  visiting  the  river 
area  annually,  there  could  be  an  impact  on  the 
local  economy.  This  could  involve  creation  of  new 
businesses  and  expansion  of  existing  businesses  in 
nearby  communities  of  Central  and  Circle  Hot 
Springs  as  well  as  in  Fairbanks. 

Because  of  the  relatively  low  anticipated  annual 
recreation  use  resulting  from  the  controls  imposed 
upon  the  proposal  area,  the  impact  of  Wild  River 
designation  on  the  local  economy  is  considered 
modest. 


IMPACT  ON  WILDERNESS  VALUES 

The  Birch  Creek  Wild  River  corridor  is  essentially 
primitive  with  little  evidence  of  man's  activity; 
however,  both  the  upstream  and  downstream 
boundary  will  be  accessible  by  road. 

Lands  adjoining  the  proposal  area  to  the  north 
show  substantial  evidence  of  man.  These  include 
the  Steese  Highway,  the  communities  of  Central, 
Circle,  and  Circle  Hot  Springs,  and  many  placer 
mines.  Portions  of  the  proposal  and  adjoining 
lands  to  the  south  may,  however,  qualify  for 
management  as  a wildlands  area  as  there  are  no 
roads,  communities,  or  mines  in  the  area. 


With  the  exception  of  impacts  from  increased 
recreational  use,  the  proposal  contemplates  no 
substantial  alteration  in  its  existing  environment  or 
resource  uses  (see  Conceptual  Development  Plan 
Map  in  Section  I).  Thus,  designation  of  Birch 
Creek  and  its  immediate  environment  as  a Wild 
River  would  have  only  slight,  if  any,  impact  on 
wilderness  values. 
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IV.  MITIGATING  MEASURES  INCLUDED  IN  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 


Within  a period  of  2 years  after  designation  as  a 
Wild  River,  lateral  boundaries  and  specific 
management  and  development  plans  would  be 
prepared  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  in 
close  coordination  and  cooperation  with  con- 
cerned Federal  and  State  agencies  and  local 
groups.  Measures  to  reduce  or  control  negative 
environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  pro- 
posed designation  of  Birch  Creek  as  a Wild  River 
will  include  the  following  actions: 

1.  Collection  of  data  necessary  to  determine  and 
monitor  increased  public  use  so  that  the  existing 
environment  remains  substantially  unimpaired. 

2.  Distribution  and,  if  necessary,  restriction  of  the 
type  and  amount  of  outdoor  recreation  use 
throughout  the  Wild  River  Area  to  keep  use  in 
balance  with  the  carrying  capacity  of  the  affected 
resources  and  to  prevent  water  or  noise  pollution. 

3.  Implementation  of  special  measures  to  reduce 
the  threat  of  forest  fire.  This  could  involve  limiting 
the  use  of  open  fires  or  designation  of  specific 
areas  where  open  fires  would  be  permitted  during 
periods  of  high  fire  hazard,  particularly  during  the 
summer. 

4.  Reduction  of  litter  by  stressing  a program  of 
"Bring  out  what  you  take  in."  Should  this  prove 
ineffective,  consideration  would  be  given  to 
banning  cans,  bottles,  or  other  non-burnable 
containers. 

5.  Application  of  uniform  regulations  for  the  use 
of  motorized  access  by  aircraft,  snow  machines, 
motorboats,  and  all-terrain  vehicles.  This  would 
include  specific  regulations  to  limit  public  safety 
hazards;  noise  and  water  pollution;  damage  to  soil 
and  vegetation;  harassment  of  wildlife;  and 
conflicts  with  other  people  using  the  area. 


6.  Protection  of  the  scenic  qualities  of  the  area  by 
developing  design  standards  for  structures  located 
within  the  proposal  area.  These  would  involve 
zoning  or  scenic  easements  with  specifications  for 
harmonious  blending  of  structures  in  their  natural 
setting,  frontage  set-backs,  and  permits  to  cut  trees 
or  clear  the  natural  vegetation. 

7.  Identification  of  any  nesting  sites  of  the 
American  peregrine  falcon— a threatened  species— 
and  protection  by  restricting  human  encroach- 
ments during  the  critical  periods  in  the  nesting 
season. 

8.  At  the  earliest  opportunity  subsequent  to  the 
establishment  of  the  Birch  Creek  Wild  River,  a 
professional  examination  of  the  area  will  be 
conducted  to  locate,  identify,  and  evaluate 
existing  cultural  resources,  to  nominate  those 
meeting  the  criteria  to  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places,  and  to  develop  methods  and 
procedures  for  preservation  and  interpretation  of 
cultural  values  to  the  public.  At  the  present  time 
no  properties  in  the  proposal  area  have  been 
nominated  to  the  National  Register. 

9.  Provision  of  primitive  recreation  facilities  only 
to  the  extent  necessary  to  protect  health  and 
safety  (e.g.  trails  and  designated  landing  sites). 
Construction  of  new  facilities  would  be  under- 
taken only  after  careful  assessment  of  their 
location  and  probable  environmental  impacts. 

10.  Reduction  of  conflicts  between  subsistence 
and  sport  use  of  the  same  wildlife  resource  and 
upon  waterfowl  nesting  by  encouraging  visitors  to 
travel  no  further  into  the  Yukon  Flats  than  the 
downstream  boundary  of  the  proposal  at  the 
Jumpoff  Creek  take-out  point. 
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V.  UNAVOIDABLE  ADVERSE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 


Minor  adverse  environmental  impacts  will  occur  as 
a result  of  the  designation  of  Birch  Creek  and  its 
immediate  environment  as  a Wild  River.  These  are: 


1.  Contribution,  if  any,  to  the  local  and  national 
economy  through  mineral  exploration  and  devel- 
opment or  extensive  timber  harvest  would  be 
foregone. 

2.  Substantial  diversion  of  water  within  the 
proposal  area  would  be  foregone  as  would  any 
diversion  in  the  upstream  areas  if  of  sufficient 
magnitude  to  unreasonably  diminish  existing 
scenic,  recreational,  fish,  and  wildlife  values  within 
the  proposal  area. 

3.  Sale  or  lease  of  public  lands  (exclusive  of 
existing  valid  rights)  would  be  foregone. 


4.  Increased  numbers  of  people  visiting  the 
proposal  area  annually  (an  estimated  10,700 
visitor-days)  will  require  establishment  of  regula- 
tions on  use  to  protect  the  existing  environment. 
These  regulations  on  use  and  potential  limitations 
or  distributions  of  uses  will  cause  a loss  of  personal 
freedom  of  visitors  to  go  where,  when,  and  how 
they  might  otherwise  desire. 

5.  Although  increased  litter,  pollution  of  water 
and  air,  and  noise  pollution  associated  with  more 
people  visiting  the  proposal  area  annually  cannot 
be  fully  mitigated,  these  are  expected  to  be 
minimal. 

6.  The  increased  threat  of  forest  fire  resulting 
from  more  people  in  the  proposal  area  and 
associated  fire  fighting  activities  cannot  be  fully 
mitigated. 
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VI.  RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  SHORT-TERM  USE  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT  AND 
LONG-TERM  PRODUCTIVITY 


Inclusion  of  the  135-mile  segment  of  Birch  Creek 
and  200,000  acres  comprising  its  immediate 
environment  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  System  will  insure  maintenance  and 
enhancement  of  long-term  productivity  of  the 
included  area. 


The  existing  primitive  environment  will  be 
essentially  unimpaired  for  the  use  and  enjoyment 
of  present  and  future  generations  through  specific 
rules  and  regulations  governing  all  uses,  including 
recreation,  subsistence,  and  commercial  devel- 
opment. No  major  physical  change  is  planned. 


With  existing  short-term  uses  of  the  environment 
remaining  substantially  unaltered  under  the 
proposed  plan,  short-term  economic  gain  would  be 
foregone  from  the  development  of  additional  or 
new  homesites,  trade  and  manufacturing  sites,  and 
small  tract  leases.  It  is  anticipated  that  any 
short-term  loss  from  the  transfer  of  public  land  to 
private  control  would  be  offset  by  the  accelerated 
demand  for  increased  recreation  support  busines- 
ses by  local  private  enterprise. 

With  the  potential  for  the  river  corridor's  mineral 
and  timber  resources  being  considered  minimal, 
there  are  no  known  short-  or  long-term  effects  on 
these  resources. 
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VII.  IRREVERSIBLE  OR  IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENTS  OF  RESOURCES  WHICH 
WOULD  BE  INVOLVED  IN  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 


No  major  physical  changes  to  the  existing 
environment  are  planned.  Accordingly  no  re- 
sources will  be  irreversibly  or  irretrievably 
committed.  By  designating  Birch  Creek  as  a 
component  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System,  all  natural  resources  in  the  river  corridor 
are  committed  to  the  management  objectives  of 
preserving  the  river  in  its  free-flowing  condition 
and  the  protection  of  the  river  and  its  immediate 


environment  for  the  benefit  and  enjoyment  of 
present  and  future  generations. 

Designation  of  the  135-mile  segment  of  Birch 
Creek  by  the  Congress  as  a Wild  River  in  the 
National  System  can  be  modified  or  reversed  by 
the  Congress  should  it  be  in  the  national  interest  at 
some  future  time. 
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VIII.  ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 


Alternatives  considered  for  the  proposed  Birch 
Creek  Wild  River  are  as  follows: 

No  action 

State  management 

Different  segment 

Inclusion  in  another  national  conservation  system 
Inclusion  in  the  Wilderness  Preservation  System. 

NO  ACTION 

The  135-mile  segment  of  Birch  Creek  and  200,000 
acres  comprising  its  immediate  environment  would 
not  be  added  to  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  System  under  this  alternative. 

Approximately  100,000  acres  of  national  interest 
lands  (d-2)  included  in  the  proposal  would  revert 
to  public  interest  lands  (d-1)  status.  They  would 
remain  closed  to  appropriation  under  the  public 
land  laws,  including  the  mining  and  mineral  leasing 
laws.  They  could  remain  in  this  status  for  an 
indefinite  period  or  be  reclassified  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  other  purposes.  The 
no  action  alternative  leaves  all  management 
options  open  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 
These  options  range  from  retention  in  d-1  status 
indefinitely  to  opening  the  land  to  all  forms  of  use 
and  entry  now  permitted  on  public  domain. 
Within  these  extremes  the  Secretary  may  classify 
the  lands  as  necessary  to  implement  land  planning 
recommendations  developed  by  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  through  its  planning  system. 

Lands  which  revert  to  d-1  lands  would  be  managed 
by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  multiple 
use.  Management  of  d-1  lands,  however,  would  be 
constrained  by  limitations  on  use  as  described  in 
the  withdrawal  orders.  Thus  management  actions 
by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  would  be 


limited  to  discretionary  granting  of  leases,  permits, 
rights-of-way,  or  easements  when  such  actions  are 
considered  appropriate  within  the  laws  and  in  the 
public  interest. 

Because  d-1  lands  are  essentially  held  in  trust 
pending  reclassification,  long-term  land  manage- 
ment programs  may  not  be  initiated.  For  this 
reason  and  for  the  purposes  of  this  discussion, 
management  under  d-1  status  is  not  considered  to 
be  the  ultimate  form  of  management.  The 
limitations  of  the  d-1  classification  as  well  as  the 
lack  of  law  enforcement  authority  vested  in  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  would  preclude 
adequate  protection  of  many  resource  values  or 
development  of  others  as  may  be  in  the  public 
interest.  Hence,  it  is  likely  that  d-1  lands  will 
eventually  be  reclassified  as  authorized  by  Section 
17(d)(1)  of  ANCSA. 

Impacts  of  this  reclassification  would  depend 
entirely  on  the  options  selected  by  the  Secretary. 
Major  options  for  reclassification  are  considered  to 
be  one  of  several  forms  of  multiple  use. 

IMPACTS 

Multiple-use  programs  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  are  carried  on  under  a myriad  of  laws 
and  regulations.  Management  framework  plans  are 
developed  for  large  blocks  of  public  lands  under  its 
jurisdiction.  These  are  prepared  with  public  input 
and  must  comply  with  the  provisions  of  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act.  The  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  could  develop  a framework 
plan  for  this  area  and  recreation  and  scenic  values 
could  receive  emphasis. 

Specific  examples  of  possible  impacts  associated 
with  the  no-action  alternative  include  the  follow- 
ing activities: 

1.  Minerals— There  is  no  control  over  mineral 
exploration  or  development.  This  could  be 
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important  in  the  long  term  since  it  is  unlikely  that 
topography  would  be  restored  or  the  area 
replanted. 

2.  Water  Quality— State  water  quality  standards 
(see  Appendix)  would  continue  to  apply.  It  is 
anticipated  that  measures  to  protect  water  quality 
will  be  enforced  and  that  the  present  quality  will 
be  maintained  or  improved. 

3.  Public  Use— Unless  classified  and  managed  by 
BLM  for  recreation  and/or  preservation  of  scenic 
values  including  appropriate  limits  on  times  and 
areas  of  use,  uncontrolled  public  use  can  be 
expected  to  increase.  This  is  significant  in  the 
impact  on  the  resources  of  the  area,  i.e.,  soils  and 
vegetation  trampled,  increased  litter,  increased  fire 
potential,  etc. 

4.  Transportation— The  demand  for  access 

through  the  area  can  be  expected  to  continue  for 
both  recreation  and  mineral  exploration  purposes. 
This  could  be  significant  if  not  controlled.  There  is 
no  authority  to  regulate  surface  transportation  for 
mineral  prospecting,  except  persuasion.  Executive 
Order  11644,  "Use  of  Off-Road  Vehicles  on  the 
Public  Lands"  (February  9,  1972),  provides  policy 
and  procedures  on  regulating  off-road  vehicles 
only. 

5.  Historic  Preservation— It  is  anticipated  that  the 
provisions  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation 
Act  of  1966  ( 80  Stat.  915)  will  be  implemented 
and  that  cultural  features  worthy  of  preservation 
will  be  identified,  adequately  protected  and 
interpreted. 

STATE  MANAGEMENT 

Under  this  alternative  the  State  of  Alaska  would 
select  the  Birch  Creek  area  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Alaska  Statehood  Act.  The  river  and  its 
immediate  environment  could  then  be  managed  by 
the  State  as  a Wild  River  in  accord  with  the 


provisions  of  section  2(a)  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  Act  (80  Stat.  906). 

The  State  could  administer  the  area  much  in  the 
same  manner  as  the  Federal  Government  and, 
upon  application  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
could  have  the  river  and  its  immediate  environ- 
ment added  to  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System.  The  river  would  have  to  be  permanently 
administered  as  a Wild  River  Area  without  cost  to 
the  Federal  Government.  This  would  be  similar  to 
the  way  the  State  of  Maine  administers  the 
Allagash  Wilderness  Waterway  as  a Wild  River  in 
the  National  System. 

The  State  has  no  existing  legislation  or  plans  for 
managing  or  protecting  Wild  River  Areas.  There 
are  no  pending  applications  by  the  State  to  select 
lands  along  Birch  Creek. 

IMPACTS 

Under  the  alternative  of  State  administration  as  a 
Wild  River  Area,  impacts  are  expected  to  be 
similar  to  those  discussed  in  Chapter  III. 

DIFFERENT  SEGMENT 

Under  this  alternative  an  extension  of  the  segment 
for  15  miles  downstream  of  the  recommended 
lower  boundary  was  considered.  This  is  shown  on 
Map  9. 

The  15  miles  of  river  and  its  immediate 
environment  which  lie  between  the  recommended 
downstream  boundary  and  the  Steese  Highway 
bridge  at  Milepost  147  was  found  to  possess 
recreational  values  and  to  be  a logical  extension  of 
the  proposal. 

IMPACTS 

Impacts  associated  with  the  uppermost  135  miles 
and  200,000  acres  are  identical  to  those  described 
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in  Chapter  III.  An  additional  major  impact  is 
associated  with  the  15-mile  downstream  extension 
in  that  land  surrounding  the  extension  has  been 
withdrawn  for  Native  selection  for  the  use  and 
benefit  of  Native  people  residing  in  the  com- 
munity of  Circle.  Inclusion  as  a Wild  and  Scenic 
River  by  Act  of  Congress  preempts  the  basic  intent 
of  ANCSA  to  provide  the  Nativepeoplesof  Alaska 
" . . .a  fair  and  just  settlement  of  all  claims  . . . ." 
This  is  a significant  impact  on  the  land  selections 
of  the  Native  community. 

INCLUSION  IN  ANOTHER  NATIONAL 
CONSERVATION  SYSTEM 

The  only  other  national  conservation  system  being 
considered  in  the  Birch  Creek  drainage  basin  is  the 
proposed  Yukon  Flats  National  Wildlife  Refuge. 
Under  this  alternative  the  boundaries  of  the  refuge 
would  be  extended  southward  to  include  Birch 
Creek  and  its  immediate  environment. 


IMPACTS 

Under  refuge  management  the  135  miles  of  Birch 
Creek  and  its  immediate  environment  would  be 
administered  in  a manner  to  give  primary  emphasis 
to  the  protection  of  fish  and  wildlife-wildlands 
recreation. 

Protection  as  a refuge  is  conducted  under  a series 
of  laws  and  regulations  providing  broad  discretion 
for  the  land  manager  to  select  those  uses,  or 
combination  of  uses,  to  be  emphasized  in  a given 
area.  Such  management  could  include,  for 
example:  construction  of  access  roads  ilong  the 
river,  diversion  or  impoundment  of  waters  to 
improve  waterfowl  habitat,  or  stream  channeliza- 
tions for  fishery  management,  and  restrictions  on 
recreation  use.  None  of  these  actions  are  proposed 
in  the  135-mile  upper  segment.  To  the  extent  such 
discretionary  actions  might  take  place  and  there 
was  a direct  and  adverse  effect  on  the  free-flowing 
character  of  the  river,  the  alternative  to  make 


Birch  Creek  part  of  the  Yukon  Flats  Refuge 
without  Wild  River  designation  is  considered 
significant. 

INCLUSION  IN  THE  WILDERNESS 
PRESERVATION  SYSTEM 

Under  this  alternative  Congress  would  designate  all 
or  portions  of  Birch  Creek  and  adjacent  areas  as  a 
unit  of  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation 
System  created  by  the  Wilderness  Act  of  1964  (78 
Stat.  890). 

Designation  as  Wilderness  could  assure  the 
maximum  protection  of  the  existing  primitive 
environment.  The  influence  of  man  would  be 
restricted  so  that  existing  primeval  conditions  and 
character  would  prevail  or  be  restored. 

Under  this  alternative,  two  approaches  have  been 
considered:  (1)  restrict  designation  to  the  200,000 
acres  included  within  the  proposal;  or  (2)  include 
adjacent  areas.  Under  either  approach,  major 
impacts  from  the  alternative  of  adding  Birch  Creek 
to  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation  System 
would  occur.  These  are: 

(1)  Restrict  designation  to  the  200,000  acres 
included  within  the  proposal— Under  this  alterna- 
tive, addition  to  the  National  Wilderness  Preserva- 
tion System  would  be  confined  to  the  proposal 
area. 


IMPACTS 

1.  Subject  to  final  determination  by  the  Congress, 
the  landing  of  aircraft  and  use  of  motorboats  will 
be  permitted  as  means  of  access  to  designated 
Wilderness  units  subject  to  restrictions  deemed 
necessary  by  the  Secretary.  Use  of  motorized, 
over-the-snow  vehicles  for  subsistence  purposes 
may  be  permitted  within  Wilderness  areas  in 
Alaska.  When  such  uses  are  recommended  for 
continuation  following  Wilderness  designation,  the 
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levels  of  use  and  types  of  equipment  utilized  prior 
to  the  enactment  date  of  ANCSA  will  be 
permitted  to  continue  for  subsistence  purposes. 
Should  such  uses  be  shown  as  adversely  affecting 
the  plant  and  animal  resources  in  a progressive  and 
depleting  manner,  additional  restrictions  may  be 
promulgated  by  the  Secretary  after  consultation 
with  representatives  of  subsistence  users.  The 
impact  on  these  modes  of  transportation  is 
considered  minor. 

2.  The  overall  impact  of  this  alternative  on 
recreational  uses  of  motorized  equipment  within 
the  proposal  area  is  significant.  The  use  of 
motorboats,  snow  machines,  all-terrain  vehicles, 
etc.,  and  the  indiscriminate  landing  of  aircraft 
would  be  prohibited  in  designated  Wilderness 
areas. 

3.  The  overall  impact  on  mining  on  adjacent  lands 
requiring  access  through  the  Wilderness  area  would 


be  significant  in  that  no  surface  transportation 
would  be  permitted  under  this  alternative. 

(2)  Include  all  or  portions  of  Birch  Creek,  its 
immediate  environment  and  adjacent  areas— Under 
this  alternative,  suitable  areas  of  unknown  size 
would  be  added  to  the  National  Wilderness 
System.  Birch  Creek  is  adjoined  by  a larger  area  to 
the  south  having  at  least  some  primitive  character 
although  there  have  been  no  studies  conducted  to 
determine  the  areas'  suitability  for  Wilderness 
designation. 

IMPACTS 

Impacts  of  adding  all  or  portions  of  Birch  Creek, 
its  immediate  environment  and  adjacent  areas  in 
the  National  Wilderness  Preservation  System  are 
identical  to  the  impacts  of  adding  the  200,000 
acres  of  the  proposal  within  the  National 
Wilderness  Preservation  System. 
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IX.  CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION  WITH  OTHERS 


A.  CONSULTATION  AND  COORDI- 
NATION IN  THE  DEVELOPMENT  OF 
PROPOSAL  AND  PREPARATION  OF 
THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  STATEMENT 

The  study  of  Birch  Creek,  Alaska,  as  a potential 
addition  to  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System  was  a cooperative  effort  under  the 
leadership  of  the  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation. 
Representatives  of  the  State  of  Alaska,  through 
the  Governor's  office;  the  Alaska  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game;  and  Natives,  through  the  Tanana 
Chiefs  Conference;  and  Doyon,  Ltd.  were  invited 
to  participate  in  field  studies  of  the  Birch  Creek 
area.  Federal  agencies  invited  were: 

1.  Alaska  Power  Administration 

2.  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

3.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

4.  Bureau  of  Mines 

5.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

6.  Corps  of  Engineers 

7.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

8.  Forest  Service 

9.  Geological  Survey 

10.  National  Park  Service 

Of  these,  representatives  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  the  National  Park  Service,  and  the 
Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation  conducted  the 
on-site  inspection. 

In  December  1972,  a preliminary  data  analysis  of 
Birch  Creek  and  its  immediate  environment, 
together  with  preliminary  conclusions  and 
recommendations,  were  distributed  to  Federal, 
State,  local,  and  Native  groups  for  review  and 


comment  on  the  correctness  of  factual  inform- 
ation. 

Public  hearings  throughout  Alaska  were  held  by 
the  Joint  Federal-State  Land  Use  Planning 
Commission  in  May  and  June  1973.  Information 
presented  at  these  hearings  was  given  careful 
consideration  by  the  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recrea- 
tion in  the  preparation  of  this  proposal. 

Although  there  has  been  close  coordination  and 
consultation  on  the  resource  information  incor- 
porated in  the  analysis  of  Birch  Creek,  the 
conclusions  and  recommendations  are  those  of  the 
Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation. 

B.  COORDINATION  IN  REVIEW  OF 
THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL 
STATEMENT 

Copies  of  this  draft  environmental  impact 
statement  were  submitted  for  review  to  the 
following  agencies  and  organizations: 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 

Department  of  Agriculture 

* Forest  Service 

Department  of  Defense 

‘Alaskan  Command 

Corps  of  Engineers 

‘Department  of  Commerce 

National  Marine  Fisheries  Service 

‘Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Federal  Power  Commission 

‘Department  of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare 
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Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 


'The  Wilderness  Society 


Department  of  Transportation 

Alaska  Professional  Hunters  Association 

'Federal  Aviation  Administration 

Alaska  Miners  Association 

Coast  Guard 

'Doyon,  Limited 

Department  of  the  Interior 

Tanana  Chiefs  Conference 

'Alaska  Power  Administration 

'President 
Village  Council 

'Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

Beaver,  Alaska 

'Bureau  of  Land  Management 

President 
Village  Council 

'Bureau  of  Mines 

Stevens  Village,  Alaska 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

President 
Village  Council 

'Geological  Survey 

Fort  Yukon,  Alaska 

'National  Park  Service 

President 
Village  Council 

'Joint  Federal-State  Land  Use  Planning  Commission 

Circle,  Alaska 

'State  of  Alaska,  Office  of  the  Governor 

'Comments  have  been  received  and  are  included. 

Alaska  Federation  of  Natives 

Alaska  Native  Foundation 

C.  SUMMARY  OF  CORRESPONDENCE 
RECEIVED  FOLLOWING  REVIEW  OF 

Alaska  Sportsmen's  Council 

THE  DRAFT  STATEMENT 

A total  of  204  letters  were  received  on  the  draft 

Alaska  Oil  and  Gas  Association 

environmental  statement  including  letters  from  19 
Federal  agencies,  1 Federal-State  agency,  1 State 

National  Audubon  Society 

agency,  1 local  agency,  4 Native  corporations  and 
associations,  29  organizations,  ans  147  individuals. 

'Sierra  Club 

All  letters  received  are  printed  in  the  following 
pages,  with  the  exception  of  105  letters  from 

National  Wildlife  Federation 

individuals  that  contained  essentially  identical 
comments.  A letter  from  Billy  C.  Wallace  is 

'Alaska  Conservation  Society 

printed  in  Section  IX.E.  as  a representative  of  this 
group.  Another  24  letters  were  not  printed  from 

'Friends  of  the  Earth 

individuals  that  either  did  not  address  a specific 
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proposal  or  only  voiced  support  or  rejection  of  the 
Birch  Creek  Wild  River  proposal.  As  examples  of 
this  latter  group,  letters  from  Steve  L.  Marquess 
and  Jim  Gerritsen  are  printed  at  the  end  of  Section 
IX. E. 

The  draft  environmental  statement  was  circulated 
for  review  of  the  data  presented  and  comment  on 
the  adequacy  of  the  environmental  analysis.  Many 
comments  went  beyond  this  and  voiced  support  or 
rejection  of  the  proposal  itself.  Those  persons  who 
desire  to  voice  a position  on  the  proposal  will  have 
every  opportunity  to  make  their  interests  known 
through  legislative  channels  as  Congress  considers 
the  proposed  legislation. 

Correspondence  which  provided  additional  data  or 
raised  questions  concerning  the  adequacy  of  the 
draft  statement  are  followed  by  a response  page  or 
pages. 

Certain  letters  received  included  extensive  com- 
ments addressing  more  than  one  proposal.  Only 
that  portion  of  these  letters  commenting  on  the 
Birch  Creek  Wild  River  proposal  are  included  in 
this  document.  These  letters  are  identified  by  the 
statement,  "Only  that  portion  of  this  letter 
addressing  the  Birch  Creek  proposal  has  been 
reporduced."  at  the  top  of  the  first  page. 

Comments  are  numbered  in  consecutive  order  on 
each  letter.  The  numbered  responses  on  the  pages 


which  immediately  follow  each  letter  correspond 
to  these  numbers.  Similar  or  identical  questions 
were  posed  by  more  than  one  reviewer.  In  most  of 
these  cases,  the  comment  is  fully  addressed  the 
first  time  it  appears,  with  following  or  similar 
comments  referred  to  by  number  and  comment  to 
the  first  response. 

To  facilitate  this  referral  system,  the  letters  are 
organized  alphabetically  in  the  following  cate- 
gories: Federal  agencies,  Federal-State  agencies; 
State  agencies,  local  agencies;  Native  corporations 
and  associations;  organizations;  and  individuals. 
An  exception  to  this  is  the  example  letters  that 
either  did  not  address  a specific  proposal  or  voiced 
support  or  rejection  of  the  proposal  which  are 
printed  at  the  end  of  Section  IX.E. 

D.  SUMMARY  OF  CHANGES  FROM 
DRAFT  STATEMENT 

A number  of  minor  editorial  and  factual  changes 
have  been  made  from  the  Draft  Environmental 
Statement  in  response  to  numberous  suggestions 
offered  by  Federal  and  State  agencies  as  well  as 
many  private  organizations  and  individuals.  In 
addition  both  Federal  and  State  agencies  have 
supplied  additional  data,  some  of  it  developed 
since  the  release  of  the  Draft  Statement.  This  data 
was  incorporated  wherever  it  contributed  to  better 
evaluation  of  impacts  or  alternatives  to  the 
proposal. 
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E.  CORRESPONDENCE  RECEIVED 


TABLE  2 

Index  of  Correspondence  Received  (Excluding  Individuals) 
FEDERAL  AGENCIES 


Department  of  Agriculture 
Forest  Service 
Soil  Conservation  Service 

Department  of  Commerce 

Department  of  Defense 

Department  of  the  Army -Corps  of  Engineers 
Headquarters,  Alaska  Command 

Department  of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare 

Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 

Department  of  the  Interior 

Alaska  Power  Administration 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bureau  of  Mines 
Bureau  of  Reclamation 
Geological  Survey 
National  Park  Service 

Department  of  Transportation 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 
Federal  Highway  Administration 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Washington  Office 
Alaska  Operations  Office 

General  Services  Administration 


72 


TABLE  2 (continued) 


FEDERAL-STATE  AGENCIES 
Joint  Federal-State  Land  Use  Planning  Commission  for  Alaska 

STATE  AGENCIES 


State  of  Alaska 


LOCAL  AGENCIES 


Fairbanks  North  Star  Borough 

NATIVE  CORPORATIONS  AND  AGENCIES 

Bristol  Bay  Native  Corporation 
Cook  Inlet  Region,  Inc. 

Doyon,  Limited 

Village  Council,  Beaver,  Alaska 


ORGANIZATIONS 


Alaska  Conservation  Society 

Alaska  Conservation  Society  (Tanana-Yukon  Chapter) 
Alaska  Geological  Society 

Alaska  Wildlife  Federation  and  Sportsmens  Council,  Inc. 
Business  and  Professional  Women 
Exxon  Company,  U.S.A. 

Fairbanks  Environmental  Center 
Fairbanks  T.V. A.  Development,  Inc. 

Friends  of  the  Earth 

Friends  of  the  Earth  (Arizona  Chapter) 

International  Pacific  Halibut  Commission 
International  Pacific  Salmon  Fisheries  Commission 
National  Association  of  Counties 
National  Society  of  Professional  Engineers 
National  Wildlife  Federation 
Northwestern  University  Public  Lands  Project 
Saguaro  Ecology  Club 
Sierra  Club 

Society  of  American  Foresters-Alaska  Section 


73 


TABLE  2 (continued) 


Society  of  American  Foresters-Juneau  Chapter 

Society  of  American  Foresters-Sitka  Chapter 

The  Conservation  Foundation 

The  Nature  Conservancy 

The  University  of  the  Wilderness 

The  Wilderness  Society 

University  of  Alaska,  Institute  of  Artie  Biology 

University  of  Alaska,  Institute  of  Social,  Economic  and  Govt.  Research 
University  of  Alaska,  Institute  of  Agricultural  Sciences  (Purdue  Univ.) 
Western  Wilderness  Association 
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United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 

FOREST  SERVICE 

Washington,  D.C.  20250 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem,  Chairman 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 


5510(5500) 

JUN  2 4 1974 


Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

Here  are  our  comments  on  the  first  six  legislative  proposals  recommended 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  pursuant  to  the  Alaska  Native  Claims 
Settlement  Act  (P.L.  92-203).  Comments  on  the  remaining  proposals  will 
be  transmitted  to  you  in  July. 

Our  comments  are  organized  in  a "general  comments"  section  which  applies 
to  all  28  proposed  units  of  National  Parks,  Forests,  Refuges,  and  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  and  in  "specific  comments"  sections  covering  each 
Park,  Refuge  and  Wild  & Scenic  River  proposals.  We  have  not  commented 
on  the  National  Forest  proposals  since  we  will  be  involved  in  cooperat- 
ing and  assisting  you  in  the  preparation  of  the  final  statements  for 
those. 

We  suggest  that  the  general  section  of  comments  be  included  in  the 
Final  Environmental  Statement  of  all  the  proposed  units  and  the  specific 
section  be  included  only  in  the  Statement  to  which  it  applies. 

General  Comments 


Relationships  Between  Proposals 

The  28  statements,  in  a sense,  are  related  since  they  are  a product 
of  ANCSA.  Collectively,  the  proposals  create  a significant  impact 
not  only  on  the  State  of  Alaska  as  a whole  but  nationally  as  well. 

The  individual  statements  describe  the  various  impacts  involved  for 
that  unit,  however,  the  cumulative  effect  of  the  impacts  of  the  several 
parks,  forests,  refuges  and  wild  rivers  is  not  discussed. 

An  example  is  the  impact  on  sport  hunting.  Planning  or  curtailing 
hunting  on  one  National  Park  may  have  a minor  effect  on  guides,  sportsmen 
and  hunted  populations  whereas  closing,  carefully  restricting  or  possibly 


closing  eleven  units  within  10  years  could  have  a major  impact  and  could 
result  in  serious  long-range  consequences  by  directing  intense  hunting 
pressure  into  areas  remaining  open.  Secondary  effects  on  subsistence 
living  could  be  severe.  The  State  of  Alaska  can  take  steps  to  prevent 
possible  adverse  results  but  it  should  be  forewarned  by  complete  discussion 
of  possible  cumulative  impacts. 

In  each  instance  where  land  is  withdrawn  from  some  form  of  current  or 
recent  public  use  (e.g.  mining,  entry,  hunting,  travel)  an  evaluation 
should  be  made  in  each  Statement  based  on  the  assumption  that  many  or  all 
of  the  units  will  be  approved  so  the  impact  of  the  individual  proposal  can 
be  related  to  the  other  units  in  the  legislative  package. 

The  approval  of  83  million  acres  of  reserved  federal  system  lands  is 
another  example  of  cumulative  impact  that  should  be  addressed.  This 
action  makes  a long-term  commitment  of  land  and  each  unit  should  not 
be  considered  in  isolation.  It  would  be  pertinent  to  point  out  in  this 
regard  that  the  ANCSA  also  makes  a positive  commitment  of  some  45  million 
acres  to  private  (Native)  ownership.  In  making  the  Settlement,  the  State 
of  Alaska  will  be  free  to  complete  its  103.5  million  acres  entitlement 
--  another  long-term  allocation  of  Alaska  land  and  resources.  The  part 
each  unit  plays  in  the  total  commitment  to  environmental  quality,  national 
economic  development  and  regional  development  should  be  displayed  so  that 
the  relationship  of  the  proposals  to  the  entire  State  can  be  more  easily 
understood. 

In  this  regard,  some  of  the  refuge  proposals  show  the  relationship  of 
waterfowl  populations  to  the  entire  North  American  continent.  These  kinds 
of  relationships  should  be  emphasized. 

The  geographic  relationships  of  federal  reserves  in  Alaska  should  also  be 
discussed.  For  example,  the  continuum  of  Park  and  Refuge  status  proposed 
through  the  Brooks  Range  from  the  Canadian  border  to  the  Chukchi  Sea, 
broken  only  by  48  miles  along  the  pipeline  corridor  and  16  miles  at 
Noatak  Village,  should  be  discussed  with  relationship  to  the  impact  it  may 
have  on  the  future  of  the  Arctic.  These  total  impacts  may  be  viewed 
positively  or  adversely  but  they  should  be  revealed. 

Additionally,  the  impact  of  these  proposals  on  the  management  systems  to 
which  they  are  added  should  be  discussed. 

We  plan  to  include  such  discussions  in  the  Final  Environmental  Statements 
for  National  Forest  proposals. 
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Multiple  Use  - Sustained  Yield 


The  descriptions  of  multiple  use  given  in  the  several  statements  vary  in 
their  accuracy  and  objectivity  and,  in  several  instances  are  conflicting. 
In  addition  to  comments  we  have  given  in  those  specific  instances  we  wish 
here  to  quote  the  definition  of  multiple  use  as  contained  in  the  Multiple 
Use-Sustained  Yield  Act  of  1960  (P.L.  86-517)  as  well  as  the  definition  of 
sustained  yield.  Any  discussion  of  this  subject  is  incomplete  without 
these  definitions. 


"Sec.  4.  As  used  in  this  Act,  the  following  terms  shall  have  the  following 
meanings : 

(a)  ,fMultiple  use"  means:  The  management  of  all  the  various  renewabl 

surface  resources  of  the  national  forests  so  that  they  are  utilized  in  the 
combination  that  will  best  meet  the  needs  of  the  American  people;  making 
the  most  judicious  use  of  the  land  for  some  or  all  of  these  resources  or 
related  services  over  areas  large  enough  to  provide  sufficient  latitude 
for  periodic  adjustments  in  use  to  conform  to  changing  needs  and  conditions 
that  some  land  will  be  used  for  less  than  all  of  the  resources;  and 
harmonious  and  coordinated  management  of  the  various  resources,  each  with 
the  other,  without  impairment  of  the  productivity  of  the  land,  with 
consideration  being  given  to  the  relative  values  of  the  various  resources, 
and  not  necessarily  the  combination  of  uses  that  will  give  the  greatest 
dollar  return  or  the  greatest  unit  output. 

(b)  "Sustained  yield  of  the  several  products  and  services"  means 
the  achievement  and  maintenance  in  perpetuity  of  a high-level  annual  or 
regular  periodic  output  of  the  various  renewable  resources  of  the  national 
forests  without  impairment  of  the  productivity  of  the  land." 


We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment. 


Sincerely, 


Associate  Deputy  Chief 


Enclosures 


Birch  Creek  National  Wild  River  Proposal 
(DES  73-108) 


Specific  Comments 

1.  An  alternative  to  this  proposal  would  be  to  classify  only  the 
upper  105  miles  as  a Wild  River,  deleting  the  lower  30  mile  segment  or 
considering  this  segment  for  designation  as  a scenic  river.  This 
alternative  is  suggested  because: 

A.  A proposed  extension  of  a highway  between  Circle  Hot 
Springs  and  Central  would  cross  30  miles  upstream  from  the 
proposed  downstream  boundary  (page  62) . 

B.  Important  wildlife  areas  including  waterfowl  nesting  and 
moose  concentration  areas  are  primarily  in  the  lower  35  miles 
(pages  45-46) . 

C.  The  lower  45  miles  is  described  as  "slow  water  with  no 
rapids"  (page  28). 

D.  The  lower  20-mile  segment  of  the  proposal  contains  forest 
cover  considered  "interior  commercial  forest"  (page  25) . 

This  alternative  would  greatly  reduce  the  impacts  on  such  uses  as  timber 
cutting,  hunting,  access,  transportation  development,  and  possibly 
motorboat  use  without  seriously  affecting  the  recreational  opportunities 
of  the  105  mile  remaining  segment. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  - FOREST  SERVICE 


1.  In  passing  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act  of  1971, 
Congress  gave  very  clear  attention  to  the  regional.  State, 
and  national  effects  of  the  Alaska  land  transfers  necessary 
to  provide  Native  claim  settlement,  to  meet  the  outstanding 
requirements  of  Alaskan  statehood,  and  to  provide  for  the 
continuing  administration  of  the  public  lands.  It  directed 
the  Secretary  to  withdraw  lands  for  the  Four  Systems  of 
National  Parks,  Forests,  Wildlife  Refuges,  and  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  after  other  factors  were  taken  into  account  in  the 
planning  process.  Congress  further  provided  for  the  establish- 
ment of  a Joint  Land  Use  Planning  Commission  and  the  orderly 
implementation  of  the  planning  process  concerning  areas 
planned  and  best  suited  for  permanent  reservation  in  Federal 
ownership.  It  called  for  recommendations  to  insure  that 
economic  growth  and  development  was  planned  in  an  orderly  and 
compatible  way  with  State  and  national  environmental  objectives 
and  the  public  interest  in  public  lands,  parks,  forests,  and 
wildlife  refuges  in  Alaska,  as  well  as  the  economic  and  social 
well-being  of  the  Native  people  and  other  residents  of  Alaska. 

An  agreement  was  reached  with  the  State  on  the  general  area  of 
the  Four  System  proposals  more  specifically  set  forth  here. 

These  considerations  and  steps  were  examined  and  implemented 
prior  to  the  individual  development  of  Federal  proposals  with 
finite  boundary  lines  and  acreage  limits.  The  need  to  consider 
cumulative  impacts  was  recognized  also  during  the  development 
of  the  environmental  impact  statements  on  the  detailed  proposals. 
The  cumulative  aspects  of  each  proposal,  where  they  could  be 
detected  with  reasonable  assurance  of  significance,  are  noted 
in  the  evaluations  of  that  proposal.  Appropriate  analyses  in 
the  statements  are  developed  on  a regional  basis  for  same 
proposals  and  in  other  cases,  on  a statewide  or  broader  basis. 

It  would  be  repetitive  to  undertake  an  additional  EIS  to  the 
28  already  completed. 

Anyone  wishing  to  ascertain  overall  effect  may  do  so  by  reading 
the  aggregate  impact  of  all  or  part  of  the  proposals  that  would 
be  involved  and  considering  them  the  same  as  the  sum  of  the 
impact  discussed  in  each  of  the  environmental  statements.  The 
statements  are  being  issued  and  are  available  on  the  basis  of 
sets  of  28.  Where  the  total  cumulative  impact  in  a region  or 
the  State  appears  particularly  significant  in  relationship  to 
a given  proposal,  the  subject  statements  involved  are  modified 
to  include  any  additional  impact  considerations  not  previously 
described  among  the  analyses  involved.  It  is  the  considered 
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2. 


opinion  of  the  Department  that  these  foregoing  actions  and 
the  statements  themselves,  taken  together,  do  constitute  a 
good  faith  effort  at  providing  a fair  and  accurate  evaluation 
of  aggregate  or  cumulative  impact  on  major  regions,  the  State, 
and  the  Nation  as  a whole. 

The  impact  on  transportation  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the 
additional  construction  costs  and  the  distance  and  travel  time 
by  the  highway  user  if  it  becomes  necessary  to  reroute  the 
proposed  highway  to  avoid  crossing  Birch  Creek  Wild  River 
segment.  Also  recognized  is  the  possibility  that  with 
appropriate  location  and  design  considerations,  a highway 
might  be  located  across  the  proposal. 

Birch  Creek  meets  the  criteria  for  wild  river  classification  in 
section  2(b)  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  and  the  supple- 
mental criteria  established  jointly  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  as  published  in 
"Guidelines  for  Evaluating  Wild,  Scenic  and  Recreational  River 
Areas  Proposed  for  Inclusion  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  System  under  Section  2,  Public  Law  90-542."  Each  river 
under  study  is  evaluated  in  its  present  condition.  However, 
recognizing  the  present  status  of  transportation  in  Alaska, 
limited  crossings  of  wild  river  areas  wauld  be  considered  so 
long  as  location  and  design  considerations  minimized  the 
highway's  impact  on  the  proposal.  If  a highway  were  constructed, 
the  managing  agency  could  consider  reclassification  of  the 
proposal  as  one  option. 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

204  East  5th  Avenue,  Room  217,  Anchorage,  Alaska  99501 

June  12,  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 


Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

The  twenty-eight  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  inclusion  of 
federally-owned  lands  into  four  national  systems  - The  National  Parks, 
Forests,  Wildlife  Refuges,  and  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  addressed  to  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service,  Washington,  D.C.,  on  December  28,  1973,  were 
referred  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  Anchorage,  Alaska,  for  review 
and  comment.  This  response  and  attached  specific  remarks  represent  all 
comments  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  the  seven  statements 
requested  by  June  24,  1974. 

The  task  force  that  developed  the  proposals  and  environmental  impact 
statements  is  commended.  The  statements  represent  considerable  effort 
in  the  collection  of  available  basic  data  and  in  effective  presentation 
of  numerous  pertinent  facts.  The  following  general  comments  are  presented 
for  your  consideration.  We  suggest  that  they  be  reproduced  for  distribution 
with  the  specific  comments  which  are  attached. 

GENERAL  COMMENTS 


1.  Use  of  soils  information.  Soils  information  available  in  the 
form  of  published  soil  surveys  and  in  the  recently  completed  "Exploratory 
Soil  Survey,"  which  is  being  prepared  for  publication  by  the  Soil  Con- 
servation Service,  contains  specific  and  general  soils  information  which 
would  be  useful  in  evaluating  potential  land  uses.  The  National  Cooper- 
ative Soil  Survey  is  a continuing  activity  between  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  the  University  of  Alaska,  and  other  state  and  federal  agencies. 
More  detailed  information  will  be  available  over  a period  of  time  and 
should  be  used  in  developing  more  specific  plans  for  the  areas  under 
consideration. 

2.  Alternative  land  uses.  The  range  of  choices  for  land  uses  on 
specific  areas  may  be  limited  because  of  climate,  soils,  and  topography. 
Where  such  choices  do  exist,  the  areas  should  be  analyzed  in  terms  of 
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tradeoffs  (benefits  foregone  and  benefits  realized)  under  various  poten- 
tial land  use  choices  and  combinations.  The  short-term  versus  long-term 
impacts  on  both  natural  environment  and  human  environmental  needs  from 
potential  uses  should  be  portrayed. 

3.  Options  for  future  use.  Even  if  archeological  values,  historic 
values,  unique  land  forms,  and  fish,  wildlife,  and  other  natural  environ- 
mental values  may  seem  of  highest  priority  at  the  present  time,  flexibility 
for  accommodating  different  compatible  uses  in  future  years  should  be 
maintained.  Research,  experience,  and  needs  of  people  will  need  to  be 
evaluated  periodically  and  changes  in  land  use  priorities  considered.  It 
appears  that  only  those  systems  which  propose  multiple  use  can  provide  for 
a full  range  of  agricultural  activities  should  it  be  determined  in  the 
future  that  this  is  the  highest  and  best  use  of  the  land. 

4.  Compatibility  with  land  use  plans.  Land  use  plans  for  the  state 
of  Alaska  are  at  an  early  development  stage.  A master  plan  for  the  state 
may  be  years  away.  Use  of  one-fourth  of  the  land  in  the  state  for  wild- 
life areas,  national  forests,  national  parks,  and  scenic  rivers  may  be 
well  justified.  However,  the  exact  locations,  sizes,  and  distribution  of 
such  areas  should  be  compatible  with  and  a part  of  the  overall  land  use 
plan  for  Alaska. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 


Attachments 

cc: 

Kenneth  E.  Grant,  Administrator,  SCS,  Washington,  D.C. 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (5  copies) 

USDA  Coordinator  of  Environmental  Activities 
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PROPOSED 


BIRCH  CREEK  NATIONAL  WILD  RIVER  OF  THE  ALASKA  NATIVE  CLAIMS  SETTLEMENT 

ACT  (ANCSA)  OF  1971  (35  STAT.  6881 


SPECIFIC  COMMENTS 


Page  10  - The  second  paragraph  states,  "The  type  and  extent  of  controls  on 
all  land  in  the  corridor,  necessary  to  preserve  the  existing 
integrity  of  the  river,  would  be  determined  in  the  preparation 
of  the  master  plan."  We  suggest  that  a soil  survey  (the  recently 
completed  Exploratory  Soil  Survey  of  Alaska } or  preferably  a 
more  intensive  reconnaissance  soil  survey)  with  interpretations 
of  the  soils  capabilities  and  limitations  should  be  part  of  the 
base-line  data  used  in  planning. 

Page  25  - Also  page  62,  second  paragraph,  last  sentence.  We  suggest, 

before  wild  river  status  is  decided,  that  road  site  suitability 
and  environmental  impacts  of  the  alternative  road  locations 
(Circle  Hot  Springs  toward  Eagle)  be  assessed  and  compared. 

Page  39  - The  soils  discussion  is  adequate  for  the  purpose,  though  use 
could  have  been  made  of  the  soil  survey  reports  for  the  Eagle 
Summit  Area  near  the  upstream  end  of  the  withdrawal  and  the 
Circle  Area  near  the  downstream  end.  The  portion  of  the  Yukon 
Flats  traversed  by  Birch  Creek  is  mostly  a "marshy  lowland," 
but  that  is  an  erroneous  description  when  applied  to  the  Yukon 
Flats  as  a whole. 

Page  64  - The  second  paragraph  states,  "Use  of  private  lands  within  the 
immediate  environment  will  be  regulated  to  protect  existing 
scenic  qualities  (see  page  10).  Access  to  the  river  corridor 
will  be  controlled."  Also  Item  6,  page  76  and  page  10,  para- 
graph three.  We  suggest,  for  the  purpose  of  clarity,  that  the 
legal  authorities  to  be  involved  in  accomplishing  these  objectives 
be  cited. 

Page  68  - Severe  winters  and  length  of  growing  season  have  nothing  to  do 
with  the  thinness  or  "fragility"  of  the  soils.  There  are  soils 
on  the  valley  floor  which  are  not  marshy,  as  evidenced  by  the 
presence  of  white  spruce  (page  41).  However,  few  if  any  areas 
would  be  suitable  for  cropping. 


^Now  being  published 


Page  73  - The  fourth  paragraph  states,  "To  the  extent  that  future  mining, 
timber  harvest,  or  grazing  might  be  foreclosed  as  a result  of 
the  proposal,  there  could  be  an  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
Available  information  suggests  any  such  impact  would  be  minimal." 
We  suggest  the  probable  impacts,  adverse  and  beneficial,  be 
comparatively  arrayed. 


NOTE:  The  general  comments  are  furnished  with  the  cover  letter,  are 

applicable  to  this  proposal  and  should  accompany  these  specific 
comments. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMVENTS  BY 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE,  SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 


1.  Vfe  agree  and  believe  that  normal  master  planning  would  recognize 
soils  capabilities.  This  is  recognized  later  in  the  text  where 
it  states  that  the  ecological  capacity  of  the  resource  would  be 
determined.  This  would  require  soil  reconnaissance  and 
determination  of  soils  capability. 

2.  Insufficient  information  is  available  on  alternative  highway 
locations  to  assess  the  environmental  impacts;  however,  the 
statement  has  been  revised  under  Impact  on  Transportation  to 
indicate  that  rerouting  may  cause  increased  construction  costs 
and  additional  distance  and  travel  time  by  the  highway  user. 

3.  Designation  as  a component  of  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System  would  carry  with  it  the  authority  to  manage  the  river  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act. 
The  section  on  Administration  - Management  identifies  the 
management  objectives  we  believe  necessary  to  accomplish 
protection  of  the  scenic  values. 

4.  The  statement  has  been  revised  and  the  following  sentence  has 

been  deleted:  "The  severe  winters,  short  growing  season,  and 

low  temperatures  of  the  Birch  Creek  area  result  in  extremely 
thin  and  fragile  soil." 

5.  The  assessment  of  possible  impacts  on  timber,  mining,  grazing, 
etc . , made  in  Section  III , was  based  on  the  best  available 
information.  We  feel  that  to  the  extent  the  proposal  increases 
the  number  of  people  visiting  the  area  annually,  there  would  be 
an  impact  on  the  local  economy.  Because  of  the  relatively  low 
annual  recreation  use  anticipated  from  the  proposal,  at  least 
for  the  short  term,  the  impact  of  designation  on  the  local 
economy  would  be  modest. 
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June  28,  1974 


UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 
The  Assistant  Secretary  for  Science  and  Technology 

Washington,  D.C.  20230 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

The  draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  "Proposed  Inclusion  of  the 
Birch  Creek  into  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System,"  has  been 
received  by  the  Department  of  Commerce  for  review  and  comment. 

The  statement  has  been  reviewed  and  the  following  comments  are  offered 
for  your  consideration. 


Summary 

1.  An  overall  environmental  impact  statement  is  required  covering  the 
cumulative  impact  of  all  2 8 proposed  withdrawals.  Section  1500.6(d)(1) 
of  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  Guidelines  states:  "Agencies 
should  give  careful  attention  to  identifying  and  defining  the  purpose 
and  scope  of  the  action  which  would  most  appropriately  serve  as  the 
subject  of  the  statement.  In  many  cases,  broad  program  statements 
will  be  required  in  order  to  assess  the  environmental  effects  of  a 
number  of  individual  actions  on  a given  geographical  area.  " This  is 
one  Federal  action  - not  28  - and  the  impact  is  aggregate.  Particular 
emphasis  should  be  placed  on  the  benefits  of  environmental  protection 
versus  the  costs  to  other  national  goals  such  as  "Project  Independence" 
with  its  heavy  reliance  on  Alaskan  petroleum.  Consideration  should 

be  given  to  the  effect  of  reduced  domestic  minerals  supply  on  the  over- 
all economy  in  light  of  Secretary  Morton's  Foreword  to  his  1973  report 
to  the  Congress  under  the  Mining  and  Minerals  Policy  Act  where  he 
stated  that:  ".  . .energy  and  minerals  are  the  lifeblood  of  our  indus- 
trial economy.  . ."and  ".  . .development  of  our  domestic  resources 
is  not  keeping  pace  with  our  needs.  ..." 

2.  The  2 8 draft  environmental  impact  statements  do  not  fulfill  the  National 
Environmental  Protection  Act  requirements  as  set  out  in  the  decision  of 
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the  D.  C.  Circuit  Court  in  the  Calvert  Cliffs  case  construing  the  re- 
quirements of  Section  102  (2)  (c)  to  include  an  economic  and  environ- 
mental cost/benefit  analysis. 

Page  27  of  the  decision  reads  as  follows:  "In  each  indivicual  case, 
the  particular  economic  and  technical  benefits  of  planned  action  must 
be  assessed  and  then  weighed  against  the  environmental  costs.  ..." 

The  decision  clearly  calls  for  cost/benefit  analyses  which  are  not 
contained  in  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  in  even  rudi- 
mentary form . 

3.  Section  1500.2(b)(3)  of  the  CEQ  Guidelines  state  that:  "In  particular, 
agencies  should  use  the  environmental  impact  statement  process  to 
explore  alternative  actions  that  will  minimize  adverse  impacts  and  to 
evaluate  both  the  long-  and  short-term  implications  of  proposed 
actions  to  man,  his  physical  and  social  surroundings,  and  to  nature." 
Consideration  of  man's  social  (economic)  surroundings  are  completely 
deficient  in  the  28  statements. 

4.  Section  1500.8(a)(1)  of  the  CEQ  Guidelines  requires  that:  "The  inter- 
relationships and  cumulative  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed 
action  and  other  related  Federal  projects  shafl  be  presented  in  the 
statement."  The  28  statements,  on  the  contrary,  completely  disag- 
gregate all  impacts,  social  and  environmental. 

5.  Section  1500.8(a)(2)  of  the  CEQ  Guidelines  specifically  require  impact 
statements  to  cover  "the  relationship  of  the  proposed  action  to  land 
use  plans,  policies  and  controls  for  the  affected  area.  This  requires  a 
discussion  of  how  the  proposed  action  may  conform  or  conflict  with  the 
objectives  and  specific  terms  of  approved  or  proposed  Federal,  State  and 
local  land  use  plans,  policies  and  controls.  " The  draft  statements  do 
not  discuss  the  recommendations  of  the  Federal-State  Land  Use  Policy 
Commission  as  previously  stated  nor  do  they  make  any  evaluation  of 

the  impact  of  the  State  of  Alaska  transportation  plan.  The  responsibili- 
ties of  the  State  and  the  Department  of  Commerce  under  the  Coastal 
Zone  Management  Act  of  1972  (P.L.  92-583)  should  also  be  considered 
in  the  statement. 

6.  Section  1500.8(c)  of  the  CEQ  Guidelines  requires  each  statement  "be 
prepared  in  accordance  with  Section  102  (2)  (A)  of  the  Act  that  all  agencies 
of  the  Federal  Government  'utilize  a systematic  interdisciplinary  approach 
which  will  insure  the  integrated  use  of  the  natural  and  social  sciences 
and  the  environmental  arts  in  planning  and  decision  making  which  may 
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have  an  impact  on  man's  environment.'  " Social  science  (economic) 
input,  essential  to  balancing  the  needs  of  man's  environment  against 
the  environmental  needs  of  flora  and  fauna,  is  not  apparent  in  the 
statements . 


General  Comments 

The  aggregate  "Four  Systems"  acreage  is  included  in  28  separate  proposals 
as  follows:  11  additions  to  National  Park  Service  areas,  32.2  million  acres; 
9 additions  to  the  National  Wildlife  Refuges,  31.5  million  acres;  4 additions 
to  National  Forest  areas,  18.8  million  acres;  and  4 Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
areas  proposals,  totalling  approximately  1 million  acres. 

If  these  proposals  are  realized,  Alaska  will  contain  nearly  85  percent  of  the 
National  Wildlife  Refuges,  61.5  percent  of  the  National  Park  lands  and  16 
percent  of  the  National  Forests  as  its  portion  of  the  total  U.S.  areas  for  the 
reserves.  The  distribution  of  the  proposal  areas  will  furthermore,  become  a 
serious  obstacle  to  further  resource  and  economic  development  in  the  State. 


Taken  independently,  most  of  the  proposals  are  excessively  large  for  single 
use  designation.  When  taken  as  a group,  and  in  addition  to  other  existing 
excessively  large,  single-use  Federal  land  withdrawals  in  Alaska,  the  com- 
bined pattern  interdicts  a much  greater  area  by  restricting  use  and  access. 
When  the  areas  are  also  combined  with  another  classification  introduced 
in  the  proposals  (areas  of  environmental  concern,  to  be  managed  in  a manner 
complementary  to  the  initial  proposal  area),  the  total  exceeds  twice  the 
stated  withdrawal  area.  The  restrictive  areas  include  resource-rich  but  un- 
developed areas  which  could  be  supporting  prosperous  regional  economies 
as  well  as  contributing  essential  raw  materials  to  the  gross  national  product. 
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Alaska's  contribution  to  the  national  prosperity  is  currently  limited  by  surface 
transportation  and  land  classification  problems.  The  proposals  will  compound 
these  problems.  Meanwhile,  a recent  set  of  figures  states  that  for  every 
Federal  dollar  collected  in  Alaska,  23  are  spent  in  the  State.  This  is  far 
from  a contributory  position  and  raises  questions  of  how  withdrawals  can  be 
Justified  which  perpetuate  this  economic  dependency. 


At  the  time  of  enactment  of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act,  less  than 
0.5  percent  of  Alaska  was  in  private  ownership.  With  full  selection  by  the 
Native  corporations  and  individual  Natives,  10.7  percent  of  Alaskan  land  will 
be  in  corporate  or  private  Native  ownerships.  State  selections  entitled  under 
the  Alaskan  Statehood  Act  should  eventually  reach  27.4  percent  of  the  land 
area.  This  land  currently  stands  at  9.7  million  acres  patented  and  4.3  million 
acres  tentatively  approved.  Patenting  of  Native  lands  has  just  begun. 
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The  approach  taken  in  preparation  of  the  individual  statements  ignores  the 
cumulative  effect  of  its  impact  in  addition  to  each  of  the  other  proposals  and 
existing  withdrawals.  Each  discussion,  furthermore,  approaches  its  area 
with  single  or  limited  resource  purpose  as  its  objective,  and  with  a purely 
agency  oriented  interest.  Assumptions  far  outnumber  facts  in  discussions 
of  alternatives,  and  these  assumptions  commonly  apply  only  if  the  subject 
area  were  the  single  representative  of  its  category. 

The  cumulative  result  will  be  more  serious,  as  noted.  The  effect  would  not 
only  cripple  Alaskan  economic  development,  but  would  also  restrict  the 
growth  of  the  national  economy  by  withholding  sorely  needed  mineral  raw 
materials  from  development.  Present  estimates  are  that  Alaska  can  provide 
a continuing  supply  of  mineral  products  on  an  orderly  basis  using  only  0.3 
percent  of  the  surface  area  provided  most  of  the  required  0.3  percent  is  not 
locked  up  in  single  purpose  withdrawals. 

Some  long  term  environmental  interests  are  ignored.  These  vast  areas  of 
scenery  and  wildlife  habitat  are  restricted  to  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  a hand- 
ful of  those  physicallly  or  financially  able  to  enter  the  undeveloped  wilderness. 
The  great  majority  of  people  can  only  receive  their  impressions  from  the 
records  and  writings  of  the  privileged  few. 

The  2 8 draft  environmental  statements  are  completely  descriptive  with  little 
or  no  analysis.  In  all  but  the  four  National  Forest  additions,  they  use  the 
argument  that  preservation  is  necessary  for  preservation's  sake.  Neither 
alternative  uses  nor  the  multiple  use  concept  are  weighed.  Cost/benefit 
relationships  are  not  attempted. 


Specific  Objections 

Section  17(d)(2)  of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act  directs  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior  to  withdraw  "up  to,  but  not  to  exceed,  eighty  million  acres.  " 
The  "Four  Systems"  proposals  total  83.5  million  acres.  In  addition,  most  of 
the  impact  statements  define  "areas  of  ecological  concern"  surrounding  the 
proposed  withdrawals.  These  areas  appear  to  have  no  legislative  authorization, 
are  given  no  convincing  rationale  and  further  confuse  an  already  complex  land 
use  policy  issue. 

The  Joint  Federal-State  Land  Use  Planning  Commission,  established  by  Section 
17  of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act,  made  recommendations  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  July  1973,  regarding  areas  to  be  withdrawn  and 
under  what  conditions.  These  recommendations  have  been  substantially  ignored; 
particularly  the  multiple  use  management  concept. 


Many  of  the  withdrawals  are  far  too  excessive  for  the  stated  purpose.  Mineral 
and  petroleum  evaluations  on  the  withdrawals  are  minimal  and  go  largely  on 
the  basis  that  if  it  has  not  been  mined  or  drilled  it  probably  is  not  there.  Even 
on  this  basis,  significant  resources  are  shown  for  many  of  the  withdrawals. 
More  information  on  which  to  base  a legitimate  cost/benefit  relationship  exists 
in: 


a.  U.S.G.S.  Bulletins  Number  1246,  1374,  1242-B 

b.  Reports  soon  to  be  printed  by  the  Federal- State  Land  Use 
Planning  Commission 

c.  Extant  information  from  the  Division  of  Geological  and 
Geophysical  Surveys,  Department  of  Natural  Resources, 
State  of  Alaska.  Open  File  Report  Number  44  is  particu- 
larly applicable  to  petroleum  resources. 

d.  Senate  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  Report, 
Mineral  and  Water  Resources  of  Alaska,  1964 


While  hard  information  on  mineral  and  petroleum  deposits  is  generally  scanty, 
indicators  are  not  and  our  information  is  that  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
(Park  Service  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management)  may  be  inhibiting  State,  Native 
and  even  Federal  (U.S.G.S.)  attempts  to  further  quantify  deposits  in  the 
withdrawal  areas. 


The  proposed  withdrawals  would  seriously  restrict  proposed  transportation 
corridors  to  the  detriment  of  a viable  transportation!  infrastructure  of  the 
State.  In  June  1973,  the  Alaskan  Highway  Department  prepared  a map  show- 
ing proposed  transportation  system  extensions  plotted  against  extant  and 
"Four  Systems"  Federal  withdrawals.  While  the  proposed  corridors  have  been 
modified  somewhat  in  the  interim  and  the  proposed  withdrawals  plotted  at  the 
same  time  have  been  significantly  expanded,  the  map  graphically  illustrates 
the  problem.  While  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  ma'kes  mention  of  this  prob- 
lem in  his  letter  of  December  17,  1973,  transmitting  the  "Four  Systems"  Bill 
to  the  Senate,  it  is  not  provided  for  in  the  legislation  itself.  Without  specific 
provision,  any  attempt  by  the  Secretary  to  allow  a transportation  corridor 
through  withdrawal  areas  would  come  under  the  National  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Act  with  ensuing  "quality  of  life  review"  and  possible  court  actions 
such  as  was  faced  by  the  Trans-Alaska  Pipelines. 


4 


With  the  exception  of  the  cities  of  Anchorage  and  Juneau,  Alaska  as  a whole 
is  classified  by  the  Economic  Development  Administration  as  a depressed  area. 
No  indications  of  aggregated  economic  impact  are  supplied.  Local  economic 
impacts  are  mentioned  only  in  passing  and  then  frequently  play  up  visionary 
benefits  from  tourist  dollars  and  employment  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 
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Economic  Potential 


The  environmental  impact  statement  should  consider  the  economic  potential 
of  the  area.  This  would  consist  principally  of  resource  development,  the 
qualitative  importance  of  which  is  recognized  but  the  quantitative  signifi- 
cance of  which  is  inadequately  assessed.  The  environmental  statement  should 
address  the  question:  How  essential  are  the  available  resources  for  national 
economic  needs  and  well-being?  Thus,  the  statement  should  go  beyond  citing 
the  existence  of  potential  mineral  resources.  It  should  report  on  the  potential 
mineral  resource  contribution  to  national  needs  in  terms  of  volume,  volume 
relative  to  total  national  production  and  imports,  and  value.  It  is  essential 
to  know  whether  there  is  an  actual  or  anticipated  need  for  these  minerals  and 
whether  these  resources  can  be  tapped  readily.  These  considerations  need 
also  to  be  addressed  with  respect  to  timber  and  other  resources  within  the 
area. 

The  potential  development  of  mineral  or  other  resources  will  set  in  motion 
forces  that  will  alter  the  income  and  employment  prospects  of  the  area.  There- 
fore, the  potential  gains  in  income  and  employment  need  to  be  assessed,  quan- 
titatively to  the  extent  possible.  In  the  event  that  potential  mineral  develop- 
ment is  precluded  by  the  use  of  land  for  other  purposes,  the  income  and  employ- 
ment foregone  should  be  included  as  a cost. 

The  process  of  resource  development  and  income  generation  requires  both  capi- 
tal and  manpower  resources.  Capital  may  be  obtained  from  within  the  State  by 
being  diverted  from  other  uses  (opportunities  foregone  should  be  noted)  or  capi- 
tal may  be  obtained  from  outside  the  State.  With  respect  to  manpower,  a full 
discussion  is  necessary  of  the  area's  (and  the  State's)  manpower  resources  to 
meet  the  growth  potential.  This  necessitates  an  examination  of  prospective 
population  growth,  both  natural  and  through  migration. 

Potential  development  of  the  area's  resources  will  mean  community  development 
in  the  form  of  transportation  facilities,  structures  (schools,  etc.),  and  other 
infrastructure.  Since  these  entail  both  benefits  and  costs,  the  net  benefits  or 
costs  should  be  ascertained. 


Costs  Associated  with  the  Development  of  Economic  Potential 

Set  against  the  benefits  to  be  derived  from  development  of  the  area's  resources 
are  the  costs  of  doing  so. 

The  statement  should  discuss  in  concrete  terms  how  much  environmental  pro- 
tection would  be  lost  by  resource  development — in  terms,  for  example,  of 


land  area  displaced/  wildlife  killed  or  displaced,  and  vegetation  destroyed. 
Whenever  possible,  quantitative  estimates  of  the  costs  should  be  included. 

The  environmental  statement  should  also  evaluate  how  much  control  over  en- 
vironmental preservation  would  be  lost  if  resource  development  should  take 
place  in  the  area. 


Environmental  Protection 

The  statement  should  document  how  essential  environmental  preservation  of 
the  area  is  and  will  be  to  the  nation's  needs  and  well-being  in  terms,  for 
example,  of  the  preservation  of  wildlife,  preservation  of  vegetation,  and 
preservation  of  the  culture  of  the  area's  inhabitants.  This  part  is  empha- 
sized in  the  statement,  but  it  is  not  balanced  against  considerations  relating 
to  economic  potential. 

The  statement  should  then  consider,  if  the  environment  is  preserved,  what 
derivative  benefits  accrue,  for  example  through  tourism  and  recreation.  To 
say  that  tourism  will  be  fostered  is  not  enough.  The  gains  from  tourism  need 
to  be  measured  against  the  losses  from  the  other  economic  activities  that 
are  foregone. 


Costs  Associated  with  Environmental  Protection 

The  question  must  be  asked:  How  much  economic  potential  would  be  lost  by 
environmental  protection?  The  answer  would  be  derived  from  the  estimates 
of  development  potential  that  is  available  and  would  not  be  exploited  because 
of  the  setting  aside  of  lands. 

The  statement  should  also  present  an  evaluation  of  how  much  control  over 
potential  economic  development  would  be  lost  as  a result  of  environmental 
preservation  measures.  One  aspect  of  this  question  that  must  be  answered 
is  the  interrelationship  between  preserved  areas.  The  statement  cannot  be 
considered  in  isolation;  it  must  take  into  account  the  economic  effects  that 
may  arise  from  environmental  preservation  covering  a broader  land  area. 

The  statement  should  address  the  question:  How  rrmch  of  the  State's  economic 
potential  will  be  shut  off  from  use  if  this  and  other  portential  areas  are  estab- 
lished ? 

The  framework  suggested  above  would  not  militate  against  economic  develop- 
ment or  environmental  protection.  It  would  place  each  of  these  objectives  in 
a more  balanced  perspective. 
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Fisheries  Impact 


With  regard  to  meeting  the  provisions  of  Section  102  (2)  (C)  of  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (P.L.  91-190),  we  believe  the  proposed 
action  will  have  no  significant  adverse  environmental  impact  upon  the 
marine,  estuarine,  inland  commercial,  or  certain  anadromous  fishery  re- 
sources and  their  particular  environments  for  which  this  Department  has 
responsibility. 

Specific  comments  are  limited  to  a single  editorial  change.  On  page  44, 
change  "king"  to  "chinook"  in  the  penultimate  paragraph  to  conform  with 
the  common  name  adopted  by  the  American  Fisheries  Society  in  its  Special 
Publication  Number  6,  "A  List  of  Common  and  Scientific  Names  of  Fishes 
from  the  United  States  and  Canada,  third  edition,  1970." 

Thank  you  for  giving  us  an  opportunity  to  provide  these  comments,  which 
we  hope  will  be  of  assistance  to  you.  We  would  appreciate  receiving  a 
copy  of  the  final  statement. 

Sincerely, 


Sidney  R.  Galler 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Environmental  Affairs 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 


1.  The  need  to  consider  cumulative  impacts  is  recognized  and 

discussed  in  response  No.  1 to  the  carmen ts  from  the  Forest 
Service. 


2.  By  directing  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  withdraw  up  to 

80  million  acres  of  land  as  units  of  the  four  National  Systems, 
Congress  recognized  the  desirability  of  providing  environmental 
protection  and  management  for  seme  of  the  natural  resources  in 
Alaska  under  recognized  and  existing  national  management 
systems;  systems  with  a spectrum  of  differing  objectives  and 
emphasis  in  their  management,  not  all  economically  oriented 
or  subject  to  the  quantification  of  cost-benefit  analysis 
techniques . 

This  does  not  mean  that  Congress  failed  to  consider  environmental 
costs  and  environmental  benefits  or  even  economic  costs  and 
economic  gains.  It  clearly  did  recognize  and  consider  them  in 
the  review  and  planning  procedures  established  in  the  Act,  and 
in  the  differing  objectives  to  be  met  by  the  Act's  implementation. 
Neither  does  it  mean  that  the  Department  of  the  Interior  failed 
to  consider  economic  or  environmental  benefits  and  costs  in  the 
planning  process  for  these  proposals  in  response  to  Congress' 
mandate.  It  is  true  that  the  environmental  statement  does  not 
contain  a traditional,  quantitative  Benefit/Cost  ratio  of  the 
type  referred  to  in  the  carmen t,  for  very  good  reasons;  but  it 
is  not  correct,  as  implied,  that  the  planning  process  did  not 
consider  economic  as  well  as  environmental  implications  in 
advancing  the  proposals. 

Thus,  the  Department's  planning  and  decision  process  is  consistent 
with  the  Calvert  Cliff's  decision  which  indicated  that  NEPA 
requires  that  "...  the  particular  economic  and  technical  benefits 
of  planned  action  must  be  assessed  and  then  weighed  against 
environmental  cost. ..."  Calvert  Cliff's  Coordinative  Commission, 
Inc.,  V.  United  States  Atomic  Energy  Commission,  449  F.  2d  1109, 
1123  (D.C.  Cir.  1971). 

Mareover,  the  Department  has  complied  with  that  section  of  the 
CEQ  Guidelines  which  states:  "...in  each  case  the  analysis 

should  be  sufficiently  detailed  to  reveal  the  agency's  comparative 
evaluation  of  the  environmental  (emphasis  supplied)  benefits, 
costs  and  risks  of  the  proposed  action  and  each  reasonable 
alternative."  CEQ  Guidelines,  August  1973,  FTC  Vol.  38,  No.  147. 
This  portrayal  of  the  environmental  benefits,  risks  and  costs 
is  undertaken  in  these  statements,  though  not  in  quantified  form. 
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Each  proposal  and  alternative  attempts  to  determine  as 
completely  as  possible  with  the  available  information,  the 
identity  and  scope,  trend  or  tendency,  and  size  or  relative 
significance  of  any  significant  environmental  costs  or 
environmental  benefits  inherent  in  the  particular  action  or 
alternative.  Where  risks  and  uncertainties  are  involved, 
they  too  are  noted.  The  nature  of  the  actions  and  the  frequent 
lack  of  data  in  the  different  subject  areas  do  not  always 
allow  quantitative  presentation,  but  it  is  undertaken  qualita- 
tively so  that  objective  description  is  provided  the  reader, 
and  comparison  is  made  possible. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  Department  of  the  Interior  does  not 
habitually  prepare  economic  cost-benefit  analyses  of  land  and 
recreation  resource  actions,  land  transfers, or  land  classification 
actions.  This  is  true  for  the  economic  and  technical  reason  that 
many  aspects  of  such  actions  deal  with  the  concept  of  "public 
goods".  Public  goods  not  traded  in  the  market  place  frequently 
deal  with  aesthetic  and  other  intangible  environmental  values 
not  subject  to  readily  agreed  upon  or  rigorously  disciplined 
systems  of  market  place  evaluation  and  quantification.  Further, 
the  incomplete  evaluative  nature  of  the  economic  benefit/cost 
ratio  as  a decisionmaking  tool  has  been  widely  recognized  even 
where  it  is  used. 

3.  The  Birch  Creek  proposal  does  not  include  "Areas  of  Ecological 
Concern" . 

4.  The  statement  reflects  the  proposed  transportation  corridors 
in  Section  I,  Interrelationship  with  Other  Projects  and 
Jurisdictions;  Section  II,  Transportation;  and  Section  III, 

Impact  on  Transportation. 
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tN  REPLY  REFER  TO 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 


OFFICE  OF  THE  CHIEF  OF  ENGINEERS 
WASHINGTON.  D.C.  20314 


DAEN-CWP-W 


15  February  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 


Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  of  28  December  1973  to  the  Executive 
Director  of  Civil  Works.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  reviewed  the  seven 
Draft  Environmental  Statements  in  regard  to  the  Alaska  Native  Claims 
Settlement  Act  of  1971  for  which  the  review  period  ends  on  20  February 
1974.  Our  review  indicates  the  subject  proposals  do  not  adversely  affect 
the  water  resources  development  program  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

With  regard  to  the  remaining  Draft  EIS's  for  which  the  review  period 
closes  on  20  March  1974,  we  will  be  furnishing  you  comments  of  a 
substantive  nature  on  one  .or  more  of  the  proposals.  The  opportunity 
to  provide  comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Statements  is  appreciated. 


Sincerely 


/ 


J.  W.  MORRIS  X 
Major  General,  USA 
Director  of  Civil  Works 
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REPLY  TO 
ATTENTION  OF* 


DAEN-CWP-W 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

OFFICE  OF  THE  CHIEF  OF  ENGINEERS 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.  20314 


30  July  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 


Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

This  is  in  further  response  to  your  letter  of  28  December  1973  to  the 
Executive  Director  of  Civil  Works,  Chief  of  Engineers,  concerning  the 
Draft  Environmental  Statements  in  regard  to  the  Alaska  Native  Claims 
Settlement  Act  of  1971.  In  my  letter  of  15  February  1974  to  you,  I 
indicated  chat:  (1)  the  proposals  contained  in  the  seven  Draft  Environ- 

mental Statements  for  which  the  review  period  ended  20  February  1974  did 
not  adversely  affect  the  water  resources  development  program  of  the  Corps 
of  Engineers;  and  (2)  that  comments  of  a substantive  nature  would  be 
furnished  you  on  one  or  more  of  the  remaining  proposals. 

The  State  of  Alaska  is  dependent  upon  its  many  waterways  for  transportation 
and  communication.  These  waterways  not  only  form  a vital  part  of  the 
existing  socio-economic  welfare  of  the  people  but  also  are  necessary  to 
future  development  of  the  State's  resources.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  has 
not  made  a detailed  study  of  the  Alaska  waterways  for  navigability 
classification.  Thus,  we  cannot  specifically  comment  on  each  proposal 
as  to  its  exact  effect  on  navigable  waterways.  While  many  of  the  land 
withdrawals  will  curtail  natural  resource  development  within  the  proposal 
area,  the  potential  will  still  exist  for  resource  development  to  take 
place  upriver  of  the  protected  area.  This  resource  development,  in  most 
cases,  will  be  contingent  upon  an  efficient  means  of  import  and  export 
transportation;  i.e.,  river  traffic.  Thus,  future  development  may  require 
river  traffic  through  the  proposal  areas.  Most  of  tlhe  proposals  indicate 
that  regulations  may  be  imposed  for  commercial  and  recreational  use  of 
waterways  affected.  Thus,  it  appears  that  these  proposals  will  have  a 
future  impact  on  river  navigation  development  and  use  when  resource 
development  occurs. 
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The  1969  Federal  Power  Survey  assessed  the  potential  of  hydropower  in  the 
State  of  Alaska.  It  is  quite  apparent  that  the  proposed  land  withdrawals 
will  have  a significant  adverse  impact  upon  further  hydropower  develops 
ment  in  Alaska.  Inclosure  1 is  a listing  of  proposals  and  hydro  projects 
affected.  Inclosure  2 is  an  analysis  of  the  effect  on  hydropower.  The 
first  category  tabulation  shows  11  sites  would  be  completely  eliminated 
from  further  hydropower  consideration  due  to  complete  overlap  of  withdrawal 
areas  on  potential  dam  and  reservoir  locations.  These  11  potential 
projects  total  approximately  39  percent  of  the  listed  hydropower  potential 
as  appraised  by  FPC.  It  should  be  noted  that  over  half  of  this  39  percent 
is  attributed  to  one  project,  Rampart  Canyon.  An  additional  eight  sites, 
Category  2,  or  36  percent  of  FPC  total  hydropower  potential  would  be 
affected  to  the  extent  that  the  projects  would  possibly  need  to  be 
rescoped  in  size  or  location.  It  should  be  recognized  that  future 
detailed  studies  may  find  a large  number  of  these  projects  not  compatible 
with  the  proposed  land  use.  Category  3 lists  two  sites  as  being  above 
withdrawal  proposals  and  hence  would  have  downstream  effects  on  proposed 
withdrawals  and  would  involve  about  1.2  percent  of  the  listed  hydropower 
potential.  In  summary,  a total  of  about  76  percent  of  the  potential 
hydropower  projects  in  Alaska  will  be  directly  or  indirectly  affected  by 
the  Department  of  the  Interior's  proposals.  Impacts  on  existing  and 
potential  transmission  line  routes  were  not  evaluated. 

Of  primary  concern  to  us  is  the  major  adverse  impact  proposed  land  with- 
drawals will  have  on  the  State  of  Alaska's  future  potential  energy 
resources.  Outright  elimination  of  39  percent  of  the  State's  hydro 
potential,  coupled  with  an  unknown  impact  on  an  additional  36  percent  of 
this  resource  could  greatly  constrain  available  options,  and  result  in 
consumption  of  large  amounts  of  rapidly  diminishing  non-renewable  energy 
resources,  and  could  adversely  affect  the  social,  economic,  and  environ- 
mental welfare  of  the  State  of  Alaska.  We  believe  that  further  studies 
should  be  made  to  properly  evaluate  the  magnitude  of  the  trade-offs  and 
losses  in  preserving  one  resource  for  another.  Therefore,  on  this  basis, 
we  recommend  that  the  21  proposed  land  withdrawals  not  be  made  at  this 
time . 


Sincerely, 


2 Incl 
As  stated 


Major  General,  USA 
Director  of  Civil  Works 
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HEADQUARTERS,  ALASKAN  COMMAND 


APO  SEATTLE  98742 


Mr.  Theodor  M.  Swem 


19  FEB 


Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Dear  Mr . Swem , 

Reference  Department  of  the  Interior  letter,  serial 
2650  (911),  dated  January  16,  1974. 

Comments  pertaining  to  all  seven  of  the  Draft  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statements  numbered  73-85,  73-88,  73-94, 

73-99,  73-107,  73-108,  and  73-106  are  given  below.  It  is 
assumed  the  areas  are  defined  accurately  by  the  maps  in 
Attachments  1 and  2. 

a.  The  yearly  resupply  of  Air  Force  installations  by 
COOL  BARGE  (sealift  barge)  by  coastal  or  inland  waterways 
must  continue  as  scheduled  without  change  of  route  or 
docking  area,  unless  such  changes  are  agreed  to  by  the 
Alaskan  Air  Command. 

b.  The  regulations  establishing  the  proposed  areas 
should  provide  authorization  to  operate  military, 
controlled  aircraft  below  1,000  feet  altitude  when  required 
for  emergency/rescue  operations,  and  for  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  approved  low  level  training  routes. 

c.  The  establishing  regulations  should  also  provide  for 
the  removal  of  all  land  use  restrictions  during  a national 
emergency. 

More  detailed  comments  are  presented  for  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statements  73-85,  Aniakchak  Caldera  National 
Monument,  73-94,  Alaska  Coastal  National  Wildlife  Refuge, 
and  73-107,  Beaver  Creek  National  Wild  River,  in 
Attachment  2. 

Sincerely, 


L JAMES  W.  BRUS0 
LCDR,  USB 
Deputy  Secretary 


2 Atch 

1 . Maps 

2.  Impact  Summary 
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To  Foirbank 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
HEADQUARTERS,  ALASKAN  COMMAND 


1.  Establishment  of  the  wild  river  area  would  not  preclude  river 
navigation  for  resupply  of  military  installations,  low  level 
flight  for  emergency  or  rescue  missions  or  removal  of  land  use 
restrictions  during  a national  emergency. 

2.  There  is  no  intent  to  assume  the  rights,  authorities,  or 
responsibilities  of  other  Federal  agencies  except  as  provided 
in  the  proposal.  Specific  agreements  would  have  to  be  worked 
out  between  responsible  agencies  and  the  managing  agency  to 
establish  flight  levels,  periods  of  restriction,  etc. 

3.  We  recognize  national  defense  needs  and  believe  they  should  be 
considered  in  the  agreements  identified  in  No.  2 above. 
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•t  m t v r 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH.  EDUCATION.  AND  WELFARE 

REGION  X 

ARCADE  PLAZA  BUILDING 
1321  SECOND  AVENUE 
SEATTLE.  WASHINGTON  98101 

July  15,  1974  OFFICE  OF  THE  REGIONAL  DIRECTOR 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

This  letter  is  in  response  to  the  28  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statements 
prepared  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  for  the  disposition  of  some 
83.5  million  acres  of  public  land  in  Alaska.  This  land  became  available 
to  the  Federal  government  under  terms  of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settle- 
ment Act  of  1971,  Public  Law  92-203. 

Several  persons  within  the  Regional  Office  have  reviewed  various  statements. 
Because  the  actions  are  fairly  similar,  involving  the  placement  of  land 
under  the  protection  of  the  National  Park  Service,  I find  it  most  appropriate 
for  DHEW  to  make  general  comments  applicable  to  the  actions  in  total. 

In  this  vein,  I must  confess  that  I found  the  magnitude  of  the  material 
submitted  almost  overwhelming.  I am  sure  that  the  Dol  must  have  had  some 
master  plan  guiding  the  proposed  disposition  (or  designation)  for  each  of 
the  28  areas.  I believe  Dol  should  have  provided  an  overall  summary  of  the 
total  effects  of  all  these  actions  upon  Alaska,  especially  upon  the  social, 
economic,  and  cultural  framework  of  Alaskan  Native  life.  In  this  regard, 

I refer  you  to  Section  1500.6(d)  of  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality's 
"Guidelines  for  the  Preparation  of  Environmental  Impact  Statements"  (Federal 
Register,  Wednesday,  August  1,  1973,  pp.  20550-20562). 

DHEW  Region  X finds  the  intention  of  these  actions  laudable,  recognizing 
in  them  the  desire  to  protect  and  maintain  both  the  wildlife  and  topography 
in  a natural  state.  In  this  respect,  the  proposals  are  well  conceived. 

As  mentioned  previously,  DHEWs  concerns  center  around  the  impact  of  these 
actions  upon  the  Native  population.  I did  not  always  find  it  clear  what 
restrictions  the  various  land  designations  would  place  upon  the  Native's 
subsistence  or  cultural  activities. 

I would  like  to  quote  comments  made  by  Region  Xs  Indian  Health  Services 
liaison  person : 

"Review  indicates  that  the  subjects  of  'subsistence'  and  'Native 
culture'  are  dealt  with  in  varying  degrees,  both  in  the  general 
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text  and  alternatives  of  the  proposals.  While  the  purpose  of 
the  proposals  are  laudable  relative  to  enhancing  the  environ- 
ment of  the  areas  discussed,  it  must  be  remembered  that  the 
Alaska  Native  and  his  culture  are  important  components  of  the 
total  scene  and  must  be  dealt  with  accordingly.  It  is  my 
fondest  hope  that  the  proposers  do  not  assume  that  the  ANCSA 
lands  distribution  will  solve  all  problems  of  Native  cultural 
retention  and  subsistence. 

"To  assure  and  insure  that  cultural  retention  and  subsistence 
activities  are  guaranteed,  this  should  be  spelled  out  and 
factored  into  each  alternative  so  that  acceptance  of  any  one 
alternative  will  not  destroy  the  Native  features  of  the  en- 
vironment." 

Another  reviewer  is  concerned  that  consideration  be  given  to  the  concept  of 
training  and  utilizing  Alaskan  Natives  as  professional  staff  for  the 
various  new  positions  created  to  manage  these  lands  on  a protective  basis. 
Page  20  of  the  EIS  for  the  proposed  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge  indi- 
cates that  Native  employment  will  only  be  in  non-professional  capacities. 

Region  X DHEW  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  upon  these  proposals. 


Sincerely , 


David  P.  Miller 

Acting  Regional  Environmental  Officer 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE 


The  need  to  consider  cumulative  impacts  is  recognized  and 
discussed  in  response  No.  1 to  the  comments  from  the 
Forest  Service. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 
ARCADE  PLAZA  BUI  LDING,  1 321  SECOND  AVENUE 
SEATTLE,  WASHINGTON  98101 

February  12,  1974 


REGION  X 


Office  of  Community  Planning 
and  Management 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO! 


MS  307 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

Subject:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Number  73-83  thru  73-110 

We  have  reviewed  the  appropriate  portions  of  your  draft  statements 
submitted  with  your  December  28,  1973  letter. 

The  statements  include  proposals  covering  28  different  sites  in  Alaska. 
Your  proposals  are  to  preserve  significant  archeological  sites,  preserve 
and  investigate  geological  and  biological  features,  encourage  the 
preservation  of  native  cultures  and  in  general  to  develop  an  adminis- 
trative and  management  plan  for  each  site.  You  also  indicate  the  planning 
process  to  include  state,  local  and  citizen  input.  We  find  nothing  in 
your  proposals  that  would  have  a significant  adverse  impact  in  our 
areas  of  concern.  Thus,  we  have  no  objection  to  your  proposals. 

Thanks  for  letting  us  comment. 


cc:  CEQ  (10) 

Miller 
Moore 
Peyton 
Riddell 


Sincerely 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

ALASKA  POWER  ADMINISTRATION 
P O BOX  50 
JUNEAU.  ALASKA  99801 


V ' * . K I ' 

700 


February  12,  1974 


AIRMAIL 

To:  Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 

Department  of  the  Interior 


From:  Acting  Administrator 

Subject:  Review  of  draft  environmental  statement,  proposed 

’’Birch  Creek  National  Wild  River" 

The  subject  statement  covers  one  of  the  Department's  proposals  under 
Section  17(d)(2)  of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act. 

We  have  reviewed  the  statement  from  the  viewpoint  of  Alaska  Power 
Administration  program  areas  of  water,  power,  and  related  resources 
We  feel  the  statement  covers  these  areas  quite  well,  but  believe  the 
following  modifications  would  be  in  order: 

Page, 17.  Indicate  that  separate  Departmental  proposals  under  Section 
17(d)(2)  of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act  carry  the  intent 
of  precluding  future  consideration  of  Rampart,  and  that  potential 
effects  of  a downstream  project  on  the  wild  river  proposal  have  not 
been  evaluated  in  any  detail. 

The  discussion  at  page  17  correctly  notes  that  Rampart  is  not  an 
active  proposal,  but  the  term  "Proposed  Rampart  Project"  appears 
at  several  other  places  in  the  statement. 


and  Minerals 
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The  Land  Use  Planning  Commission's  recommendation  is  repeated  at 
pages  17  and  35.  This  does  not  seem  relevant  to  an  environmental 
impact  statement  on  the  Birch  Creek  proposal. 


3 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
ALASKA  POWER  ADMINISTRATION 


1.  We  do  not  feel  that  the  separate  Departmental  proposals 
"... carry  the  intent  of  precluding  future  consideration  of 
Rampart,  and  that  the  potential  effects  of  the  downstream 
project  on  the  wild  river  proposal  have  not  been  evaluated 
in  any  detail.",  particularly  as  it  relates  to  this  proposal. 
If  authorized,  the  Birch  Creek  proposal  would  have  no 
significant  effect  on  the  Rampart  Project  since  (1)  it  does 
not  provide  for  consumptive  use  of  water,  and  (2)  its  lewer 
boundary  would  be  at  the  reservoir  at  maximum  pool  elevation 
of  660  feet.  Thus,  the  cumulative  effect  of  adding  Birch 
Creek  to  the  other  proposals  is  nil.  Evaluations  of  the 
relationship  between  the  Rampart  and  Birch  Creek  proposals 
have  been  made  in  Section  I,  the  fifth  paragraph  of 
"Interrelationship  with  Other  Projects  and  Jurisdictions." 

2.  The  language  in  Section  II,  Water  Resource  Development,  has 

been  changed  to  read:  "At  a maximum  pool  elevation  of  660 

feet,  a dam  at  the  Rampart  Canyon  site  would  inundate  Birch 
Creek  upstream  to  the  lower  boundary  of  the  Birch  Creek  Wild 
River  Area." 

3.  The  Land  Use  Planning  Commission  recommendation  was  deleted 
in  the  first  chapter.  It  was  retained  in  Chapter  II  because 
we  feel  that  it  is  a relevant  piece  of  information  with  regard 
to  the  present  status  of  Water  Resource  Development. 
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i:L‘ KLAU  UJ  INDIAN  A I i AIKS 
WASHINGTON.  D.  C.  202*15 


OCT  3 7974 


Memorandum 


To:  Theodor  R.  Swem 

Chaimanr^laskdJ?-lanning  Group 

From:  ' "F^lXJirector , Office  of  Trust  Responsibilit 


les 


Subject:  Review  of  Draft  Environmental  Statement  for  Birch  Creek 

National  Wild  River,  Alaska  (DES  73/108) 


In  response  to  memorandum  dated  December  28,  1973,  this  Bureau  has  reviewed 
the  proposed  ANCSA  D-2  withdrawal  environmental  statement  identified  above 
with  respect  to  its  effects  upon  the  Native  Alaskans  and  the  trust 
responsibilities  of  the  Department.  The  following  comments  are  provided 
for  your  consideration: 


General  Comments: 


The  Native  Alaskan,  by  necessity,  survives  in  a subsistence  economy 
provided  by  the  renewable  resources  available  to  him  from  the  land  on 
which  he  lives.  Restricting  the  land  base  available  to  him  can  adversely 
affect  not  only  his  survival  but  the  future  of  his  community.  Loss  of 
land  base  can  also  prevent  the  Native  Alaskan  from  progressing  beyond 
today's  survival  economy.  These  social  and  economic  impacts  should  be 
comprehensively  discussed  as  they  relate  to  the  management  or  restrictions 
placed  on  the  land  which  will  be  lost  to  the  Alaskan  Native  by  the 
proposed  withdrawal. 
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The  public  lands  withdrawn  for  Doyon  Region  and  nearby  Native  villages 
appear  to  be  located  outside  this  withdrawal.  Access  or  rights-of-way 
to  Native  allotments  should  be  provided.  The  statement  implies  Native 
fishing,  hunting  and  trapping  would  continue  under  applicable  Federal 
and  State  regulations. 
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Purposes  refer  to  the  recreational  use  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources 
but  do  not  indicate  subsistence  use  by  Native  people. 

This  is  one  of  many  ANCSA  withdrawals  proposed.  The  statement  does 
not  indicate  how  this  withdrawal  will  impact  the  Native  culture, 
economy  and  lifestyle.  The  total  impact  of  all  withdrawals,  both 
adverse  or  beneficial,  may  be  greater  or  less  than  the  total  of  each. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 


1&3.  The  text  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the  policy  that,  except  as 
may  be  otherwise  prohibited  by  Federal  or  State  law,  existing 
traditional  subsistence  uses  of  renewable  resources  will  be 
permitted  until  it  is  determined  by  the  Secretary  that  utilization 
of  these  resources  is  neither  economically  nor  physically 
necessary  to  maintain  human  life  and  necessary  to  provide 
opportunities  for  the  survival  of  Alaskan  cultures  centering  on 
subsistence  as  a way  of  life. 

If  it  is  demonstrated  that  continued  subsistence  uses  may  result 
in  a progressive  reduction  of  animal  or  plant  resources  which 
could  lead  to  long-range  alterations  of  ecosystems,  the  managing 
agency,  following  consultation  with  the  Alaska  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game,  communities,  and  affected  individuals,  shall  have 
the  authority  to  restrict  subsistence  activities  in  part  or  all 
of  the  proposal  area. 

2.  Access  or  rights-of-way  to  Native  allotments  will  be  dealt  with 
on  an  individual  basis  considering  the  circumstances  of  each 
particular  case. 

3.  See  the  response  to  Comment  No.  1 above. 

4.  The  need  to  consider  cumulative  inpacts  is  recognized  and 
discussed  in  the  response  to  Forest  Service  Comment  No.  1. 

The  aggregate  impacts  of  the  Secretary's  proposals  can  be 
ascertained  by  considering  the  sum  of  the  impacts  of  the  28 
proposals. 


ill 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.  20240 


1792(220) 


DES-73/108  JUN  2 1 1974 

Memorandum 


To: 

From: 
Subject : 


Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Birch  Creek  National  Wild  River 


We  have  reviewed  the  draft  environmental  statement  and  offer  the  following 
comments : 

No  mention  is  made  of  geothermal  values.  It  is  impossible  to  correlate 
surveyed  lands  with  the  sketch  maps  as  they  have  no  coordinates,  but  the 
following  are  prospectively  valuable  for  geothermal  steam  (USGS) : All 

are  in  F.M. 


T8N,  R14  & 15E  (partial 
T7N,  R14,  15,  & 16E  (partial) 
T6N,  R15,  & 16E  (partial) 

T5N,  R15  & 16E  (partial) 


T4N,  R15  & 16E 
(partial) 
T3N  R8  & E 
(partial) 
T2N,  R8  & 9E 


Specific  Comments 

I.  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action 

P.  7.  D-2  lands  reverting  to  d-1  land  will  be  subject  to  the  same  control 

as  d-2.  See  pp.  185-187  of  the  Selawik  National  Wildlife  Refuge  proposal 
concerning  D-2  lands  reverting  to  d-1  lands. 

P.  8.  Map — Land  inside  the  proposal  boundary  should  be  shown  as  d-2, 
not  d-1  (P.L.O.  5250). 
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P.  9.  Why  discuss  Native  allotments  in  same  section  with  National  and 
Public  Interest  lands?  If  it  is  necessary,  it  should  be  mentioned  that 
Native  allotments  must  be  nonmineral  in  character.  Should  village  selections 
be  discussed  since  the  proposal  adjoins  the  Circle  village  withdrawal? 
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P.  9.  Native  Allotment  Lands.  1)  Native  allotments  can  be  granted  ujd 
to  160  acres.  2)  Change  last  sentence  to  read,  "BLM  has  now  recorded, 
mapped,  and  is  processing  Native  allotment  claims." 
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P.  10,  paragraph  2.  Can  controls  be  put  on  the  land,  within  the  40 
acre  allotment  and  5 acre  homesite,  if  they  pass  into  private  ownership? 
Homesite  has  been  patented.  Page  47,  paragraph  one. 

P.  13.  a)  The  District  Magistrate’s  records  should  be  consulted  for 
affidavits  of  assessment  work  and  location  notices,  not  the  BLM.  b) 
Authority  to  prepare  mining  regulations  for  the  proposed  area  must  come 
from  legislation  establishing  the  National  Wild  River.  It  should  be  made 
clear  that  they  are  speaking  of  prior  valid  claims.  There  will  be  no 
claims  located  after  PLO  5250. 

II.  Description  of  the  Environment 

The  first  paragraph  under  Subsistence  on  page  49  is  untrue.  The  inference 
that  all  Caucasian  populations  of  Central  and  Circle  Hot  Springs  do  not 
have  subsistence  requirements  from  resource  lands  surrounding  their 
community  and  the  Birch  Creek  area,  is  not  correct.  Approximately  80 
percent  of  the  residents  of  Central  are  still  using  wood  from  surrounding 
forest  lands,  including  Birch  Creek,  for  heating  of  their  homes  and 
cabins.  Many  of  the  residents  do  extensive  hunting  and  trapping  as  well 
as  fishing  and  berry  picking  during  the  summer  months.  To  infer  that 
Caucasians  living  in  the  bush  do  not  have  subsistence  requirements  should 
be  deleted  from  this  section  of  the  statement.  Under  the  Timber  section  on 
page  44,  the  last  sentence  at  the  top  of  the  page  states,  "It  is  not  known 
whether  timber  from  the  proposal  area  has  been  harvested  for  these  sawmills 
Mr.  Wilbur  Jewell  of  Central,  Alaska,  operated  a small  sawmill  at  the 
junction  of  the  Steese  Highway  and  Birch  Creek  for  many  years.  Remnants 
of  the  old  sawmill  can  still  be  seen  in  the  area.  There  is  much  evidence 
of  old  cuttings  along  the  lower  portion  of  Birch  Creek  where  Mr.  Jewell 
harvested  logs  and  manufactured  lumber  for  the  residents  of  Circle,  Central 
and  Circle  Hot  Springs.  It  is  assumed  that  he  also  supplied  lumber  to  the 
many  mining  camps  in  the  surrounding  area  of  Birch  Creek,  Harrison 
Creek,  and  Portage  Creek,  etc. 

P.  17,  last  paragraph.  The  military  withdrawal  is  the  Army's  NIKE  range. 

It  has  been  relinquished  and  is  in  process  of  withdrawal  revocation. 

P.  21,  paragraph  2.  Permafrost  is  a temperature  condition  and  may  exist 
in  bedrock. 

P.  23,  Economy.  Use  of  snowmobiles  is  probably  both  a cause  and  effect 
of  the  shifting  economy. 

P.  31.  Lower  photo  doesn't  clearly  show  the  Birch  Creek  schist;  it 
looks  more  like  ice  or  snow.  The  schist  would  stew  up  better  in 
photos  of  one  of  the  canyons. 


P.  35.  The  estimate  of  70-80  percent  of  Alaska  being  underlain  by  schist 
seems  high. 

P.  47.  Last  sentence  appears  to  say  that  state  criteria  will  determine 
navigability.  This  is  incorrect.  The  state  and  Federal  governments  can 
agree,  but  it  would  take  a court  decision  to  "determine"  if  a dispute  arose. 

P.  48,  first  paragraph.  This  is  unnecessary  and  confusing  unless  it  is 
developed  in  an  alternate  proposal.  If  so,  reference  should  be  made  to 
the  alternate.  If  not,  this  sentence  might  be  deleted. 

P.  55,  last  paragraph.  The  possibility  still  exists  for  non-ANCSA  Wild 
and  Scenic  River  proposal  in  behalf  of  any  stream.  ANCSA  is  not  the 
only  chance. 

III.  Environmental  Impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action 

P.  57,  last  paragraph.  While  the  assumption  may  be  realistic,  it  fails 
to  recognize  that  management  prescription  for  the  area,  arrived  at  through 
the  BLM  planning  system, may  be  the  same  or  similar  to  Wild  and  Scenic 
river  management. 

P.  60.  First  paragraph  under  Impact  on  Mining  states  that  the  tributaries 
and  headwaters  of  Birch  Creek,  upstream  from  the  proposed  area,  have  been 
and  are  periodically  mined  for  placer  gold,  especially  Butte,  Bear,  Eagle, 
and  Harrison  creeks."  The  FWPCA  Amendments  of  1972  state  that  all  discharges 
into  a waterway  require  a Federal  discharge  permit  from  Enforcement 
Division,  EPA.  The  mentioned  mines  would  have  to  apply  for  a discharge 
permit  from  EPA  in  Seattle  before  they  discharge  into  any  waterway. 

Uncontrolled  or  poorly  controlled  mining  in  these  areas' could  have  an 
adverse  effect  upon  the  water  quality  of  Beaver  Creek  and  its  tributaries — 
lowering  the  pH,  increasing  the  sediment  load,  and  reducing  the  dissolved 
oxygen.  These  factors  could  reduce  or  eliminate  the  fishing  resources  of 
the  river. 

Pp.  60-61.  Although  the  area  and  adjacent  areas  have  small  mining 
potential,  the  impact  would  not  be  minimal.  If  mineralization  in  the  area 
were  found  to  be  economic,  stipulations  in  permits  to  cross  the  proposed 
area  might  well  be  severe.  Further,  restrictions  on  use  of  water  and 
discharge  requirements  might  well  shut  down  upstream  placer  operations. 

It  should  be  recognized  that  mining,  by  its  nature,  is  temporary. 

P.  68,  first  sentence.  There  is  little  likelihood  of  actual  application 
since  settlement  is  precluded  by  designation. 
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P.  68.  How  can  existing  valid  claims  be  regulated?  This  is  a generalized 
statement  that  may  mean  nothing,  or  may  mean  preventing  any  mining  in 
or  near  the  proposed  area. 
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P.  69,  second  paragraph.  Due  to  the  fragile  nature  of  the  soils  and 
vegetation,  all  areas  proposed  for  intensive  uses  should  be  inventoried  to 
determine  where  the  best  sites  are  for  locating  essential  facilities. 

This  way,  detrimental  effects  on  the  environment  can  be  minimized  or 
eliminated. 


20 


P.  74,  paragraphs  1 and  2-  seem  to  be  at  odds.  If  the  river  is  to  remain 
wild,  it  would  need  control  as  to  the  number  of  people  using  it,  and  the 
type  of  use.  The  first  paragraph  does  not  seem  to  be  applicable. 
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P.  74,  Impact  on  Wildness  Values.  With  an  increase  in  the  number  of 
people,  there  will  probably  be  an  increase  in  fire  incidence.  Firefighting 
has  definite  impacts  on  wilderness.  The  Swanson  River  fire  on  the  Kenai 
(1969)  was  started  by  a camper  along  the  canoe  trail.  Something  similar 
could  easily  happen  here. 
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IV.  Mitigating  Measures  Included  in  the  Proposed  Action 

P.  76  #6.  What  buildings  are  proposed  or  possible  in  this  Wild  and  Scenic  I 23 
River  proposal? 


VII.  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Action 

P.  82.  The  no-action  alternative  needs  to  point  omt  that  d-1  is  an 
administrative  action  of  the  Secretary  and  can  be  changed  or  removed  by 
another  administrative  action. 

P.  83.  Under  the  objectives  of  multiple-use  management  it  should  read, 
"Watershed  protection"  rather  than  "watershed  production. " 


24 


115 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 


1.  A discussion  of  these  geothermal  areas  is  now  included  in  the 
Geological  and  Mineral  Resources  section  of  Chapter  II;  also, 
in  the  Inpact  section. 

2.  Discussion  in  text  (No  Action  Alternative)  revised  to  reflect 
the  status  of  lands  which  revert  to  d-1  status. 

3.  Map  accurate  as  of  time  of  preparation. 

4.  Native  allotments  occur  within  the  proposal  and  are  part  of 
the  setting.  There  is  an  application  on  file  for  a 40-acre 
tract  at  the  confluence  with  Portage  Creek.  This  is  discussed 
further  under  Land  Ownership . The  Circle  Village  withdrawal 
is  identified  and  discussed  under  Interrelationship  with  Other 
Projects  and  Jurisdictions. 

The  discussion  was  modified  to  reflect  the  fact  that  Native 
allotments  must  be  non-mineral  in  character. 

The  text  has  been  changed  to  read:  "...up  to  160  acres." 

5.  Controls  such  as  zoning  or  through  scenic  easements  may  be 
placed  on  private  lands.  These  types  of  controls  are  identified 
in  the  fourth  paragraph  under  Administration  - Management  and 
the  fifth  paragraph  on  Impact  on  Recreation. 

6.  The  statement  in  the  report  is  the  present  situation.  Development 
of  the  Master  Plan  will  need  to  explore  all  sources  of  data. 

The  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  provides  the  authority  for  the 
Secretary  to  regulate  mineral  leases,  licenses  or  permits  on 
Federal  lands  associated  with  components  of  the  National  System. 
The  text  has  been  revised  to  reflect  this  authority. 

7.  Your  carmen ts  are  valid.  The  entire  section  has  been  rewritten 
to  reflect  general  policy  with  respect  to  subsistence. 

Appropriate  changes  have  also  been  made  in  the  discussion  of 
Impact  on  Subsistence. 

8.  The  reference  to  lack  of  knowledge  as  to  use  of  forest  resources 
has  been  deleted.  Since  the  evidence  of  old  cuttings  in  the 
lower  portion  of  Birch  Creek  is  not  identified  as  being  within 
the  proposal,  no  further  change  has  been  made. 

9.  Suggested  language  has  been  added  to  the  text. 
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10. 


The  text  has  been  revised  by  deleting  " . . .where  the  absence 
or  presence  is  determined  by  local  conditions  of  soil  and 
bedrock  materials  and  exposure." 

11.  Estimate  deleted  frcxn  text. 

12.  The  sentence  appearing  to  create  the  confusion  has  been 
deleted. 

13.  The  last  two  sentences  of  the  paragraph  have  been  deleted. 

14.  Introductory  paragraphs  have  been  rewritten  to  reflect  BIM 
statements  on  the  status  of  reverted  lands. 

15.  The  text,  "Probable  Future  Environment  Without  the  Proposal", 
has  been  modified  by  changing  "would"  to  "might  be  substantially 
altered" . 

16.  The  prohibition  on  degradation  of  the  quality  of  water  in 
Alaska  rivers  provided  for  in  the  EPA  approved  State 
regulations  (see  Appendix)  is  discussed  in  the  section  on 
Water  Quality  and  Impact  on  Water  Quality. 

17.  The  decision  with  respect  to  impact  is  judgment.  The 
restrictions  on  water  use  should  result  from  the  EPA  approved 
State  water  quality  regulations  which  will  apply  whether  or  not 
the  river  area  is  established. 

18.  Cutting  might  be  for  subsistence  purposes  by  residents  of 
Circle  Hot  Springs  and  Central,  and  owners  of  existing  patented 
lands. 

19.  Statement  deleted. 

20.  This  is  recognized  in  Management  Objective  6 and  in  the 
discussion  of  master  planning  in  Administration  - Management. 

21.  The  text  recognizes  that  use  is  going  to  be  limited  by  controls. 
However,  future  use  will  increase  over  present  use  which  might 
result  in  seme  expansion  of  the  local  economy. 

22.  We  feel  that  we  have  recognized  in  the  Impact  sections  that  an 
increase  in  fire  incidence  can  occur,  as  you  suggest,  with  an 
increase  of  people. 

23.  Structures  identified  in  the  "Guidelines  for  Evaluating  Wild, 
Scenic  and  Recreational  River  Areas  Proposed  for  Inclusion  in 
the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  under  Section  2, 
Public  Law  90-542"  could  be  added. 

24.  Language  in  No  Action  Alternative  revised  to  reflect  more 
accurately  the  Secretary's  options. 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  DIRECTOR 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


BUREAU  OF  MIXES 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.  20240 


June  14,  1974 


DES  73-108 


Memorandum 


To:  Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group,  Office  of  the  Secretary 

Throug 
From: 

Subject:  Draft  environmental  statement,  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation, 

proposed  Birch  Creek  National  Wild  River,  Alaska 


h&^Assistant  Secretary— Energy  and  Minerals 

Director , Bureau  of  Mines  S'*' 


■ST 


Our  Alaska  Field  Operation  Center,  Juneau,  reviewed  the  draft  environmental 
statement  for  the  proposed  Birch  Creek  National  Wild  River,  east-central  Alaska. 
The  proposal  is  to  designate  a 135-mile  segment  of  Birch  Creek  and  approximately 
200,000  acres  as  a unit  of  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System.  Subject 
to  valid  existing  rights,  minerals  within  the  area  are  to  be  withdrawn  from  all 
forms  of  appropriation  under  the  mining  laws  and  from  operation  under  the  mineral 
leasing  laws . 


We  note  that  lateral  boundaries  would  average  as  much  as  2 miles  on  either  side 
of  the  river  and  include  200,000  acres.  This  appears  to  be  a far  cry  from  the 
i-mile  boundaries  totaling  320  acres  per  mile  of  river  as  provided  in  the  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  Act.  There  seems  adequate  reason  for  a reader  to  question 
the  need  of  a corridor  wider  than  the  limit  set  in  the  act  under  which  it  is  being 
proposed.  The  reader  should  be  told  that  the  proposed  width  is  to  ward  off 
potential  visual  intrusions  rather  than  because  unappropriated  public  domain 
land  is  available  for  inclusion . 
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Page  13,  lines  21-24:  "The  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  . . the  State  of  Alaska 
and  concerned  user  groups  will  prepare  mining  regulations  for  the  Wild  River 
corridor.  . ."  (underlining  ours)  . We  certainly  hope  the  concerned  user  groups 
will  include  the  owners  of  the  mining  claims  and  representatives  of  the  mining 
industry  (the  Alaska  Miners  Association  and  the  Northwest  Mining  Association, 
for  example)  . 


Page  35,  Geological  and  Mineral  Resources,  3d  paragraph:  "...  schist  is 
reported  to  underlie  70  to  80  percent  of  the  State.  ..."  This  implies  that  Birch 
Creek  schist  underlies  70  to  80  percent  of  the  State.  This  is  not  true. 
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Page  47,  lines  7-9:  The  fact  that  the  oil  and  gas  lease  involves  i mile  of  river 
is  not  a measure  of  the  significance  of  the  lease.  More  important,  how  many  acre 
are  covered  by  the  lease?  (See  also  pp . 49,  60)  . 
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Page  57,  2d  paragraph,  last  sentence:  This  sentence  should  be  clarified  as  to 
meaning.  In  many  places,  oil  discoveries  have  lifted  local  populations  from 
poverty  levels  to  undreamed-of  prosperity,  and  in  other  areas,  wildlife  has 
prospered  alongside  oil  wells.  The  results  are  not  "clearly"  revealed. 


Page  61,  2d  paragraph,  last  sentence:  The  mining  claims  within  the  proposed 
Wild  River  corridor  themselves  signify  mineral  occurrences  that  could  at  any  time 
require  access. 
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Page  64,  3d  paragraph:  The  impact  of  the  proposal  on  private  ownership  and  use 
of  the  land  "within  the  immediate  environment"  cannot  in  any  stretch  of  the  j 

imagination  be  "considered  slight."  The  preceding  paragraph  lists  numerous 
restrictions,  easements,  prohibitions,  and  controls  of  private  lands. 

Page  78,  line  5:  We  suggest:  "1.  Contribution,  if  any,  to  the  local  and  national  I g 
economy  ..."  (our  suggested  addition  is  underlined)  . 

A small  part  of  the  proposed  Birch  Creek  National  Wild  River  falls  within  the 
Circle  Hot  Springs  Geothermal  Area  containing  68,000  acres,  more  or  less.  This 
area  has  been  outlined  by  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  as  follows: 

Circle  Hot  Springs,  Alaska 


Fairbanks  Meridian. 

(Unsurveyed) 

T6N , 

R15E , 

NE* 

T6N , 

R16E , 

NE? 

T7N, 

R14E , 

NEi 

T7N, 

R15E 

T7N , 

R16E , 

Wi 

T8N , 

R14E , 

SE* 

T8N, 

R15E , 

Si 

This  should  be  mentioned  wherever  mineral  resources  are  discussed  in  the 
proposal. 

Director 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
BUREAU  OF  MINES 


1.  The  present  discussion  in  Chapter  I,  Proposed  Area,  addresses 
the  need  to  protect  area  values  from  adverse  influences  and 
activities.  Actual  boundaries  will  be  determined  in  the 
master  plan  as  provided  in  this  section  and  illustrated  in 
Figure  1. 

2.  The  "concerned  user  group"  that  will  be  requested  to  prepare 
mining  regulations  will  be  the  prerogative  of  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  and  the  State  of  Alaska.  Holders  of  valid 
claims  would  be  concerned  users. 

3.  The  statement  "schist  is  reported  to  underlie  70  to  80  percent 
of  the  State"  has  been  deleted. 

4.  The  area  has  been  identified,  where  appropriate,  as  a 640-acre 
oil  and  gas  lease. 

5.  The  camnent  accepted.  The  last  sentence  has  been  modified  to 
indicate  this  is  the  type  of  thing  which  could  happen  in  Alaska. 

6.  Comment  accepted  and  the  last  sentence  deleted. 

7.  Sentence  changed  to  read:  "...while  significant  is  considered 

slight  because  of  the  small  amount  of  land  presently  in  or 
pending  transfer  to  private  ownership." 

8.  We  agree  with  suggestion  and  have  inserted  "and  national". 

9.  The  existence  of  the  Circle  Hot  Springs  Geothermal  Area  and  its 
relationship  to  the  proposal  have  been  recognized  in  the 
section  Geological  and  Mineral  Resources  in  Chapter  2 and  in 
the  Impacts  section. 
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IN  REPLY 
REFER  TO: 

120.1 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.  20240 

JAN  24  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman 

Alaska  Planning  Group 
Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

This  is  in  reference  to  your  December  28,  1973,  transmittal  of 
the  28  draft  environmental  statements  in  regard  to  the  Alaska  Native 
Claims  Settlement  Act  of  1971. 

Since  we  have  only  peripheral  experience  in  the  subject  matter 
covered  by  these  statements  an{?  considering  the  fact  that  we  have  no 
jurisdiction  in  Alaska,  we  do  not  plan  to  review  and  ccsmment  on  these 
statements . 


Sincerely  yours. 


OFFICE  OF  THE  DIRECTOR 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY 
RESTON,  VIRGINIA  22092 


DES  73-108 


JUL  1 7 1374 


Memorandum 


To: 


Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 


Through Assistant  Secretary — Energy  and  Minerals  (\)i/v  1 \ 

‘i37< 

Director,  Geological  Survey 


From: 
Subject : 


Review  of  draft  environmental  statement  on  the 
proposal  for  Birch  Creek  national  Wild  River 


We  have  reviewed  the  subject  draft  environmental  statement  as  you  re- 
quested in  your  memorandum  of  December  28,  1973. 

The  discussion  of  the  impact  of  the  proposed  wild  river  designation 
on  water  resources  is  generally  adequate  and  accurate. 

No  streamflow  or  water-quality  data  have  been  collected  on  this  stream. 
The  proposal  includes  a statement  that  the  following  action  will  be 
undertaken  to  reduce  or  control  adverse  impacts:  ’Collection  of  data 

necessary  to  determine  and  monitor  increased  public  use  so  that  the 
existing  environment  remains  substantially  unimpaired.”  Data  on  water 
quality  to  define  the  existing  environment  and  to  nonitor  possible 
changes  would  seem  to  be  a necessary  part  of  this  activity.  If  mining 
increases  in  the  tributaries,  we  would  suggest  that  water  quality  be 
monitored  in  Birch  Creek.  Streamflow  data  are  probably  not  necessary, 
unless  they  are  needed  in  conjunction  with  water-quality  data  collec- 
tion. However,  we  have  proposed  a stream-gaging  station  near  the  down- 
stream end  of  the  wild  river  segment  under  our  long-range  network  plans 

Our  detailed  comments  follow: 


Page  4:  On  this  map  and  all  maps  in  the  report,  "Jumpoff  Creek,"  to 

which  much  reference  is  made,  is  incorrectly  located.  It  is  tributary 
to  Birch  Creek  from  the  west,  not  east  (see  Circle  C-l  quadrangle). 
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Page  35,  last  paragraph:  Ue  believe  that  the  statement  that  schist 

underlies  70-80  percent  of  the  State  is  incorrect  and  should  be 
verified. 
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Page  37,  second  sentence:  Rather  than  "striations , " the  reference  is 

probably  to  foliation,  cleavage,  jointing,  kink  bands,  or  the  like. 

Page  37:  The  mineral  potential  of  the  proposed  corridor  is  essentially 

unknown.  Ue  assume  that  there  is  not  a large  amount  of  gold  or  the 
early  prospectors  would  have  found  it.  The  USGS  has  only  mapped  the 
Circle  B-l  and  B-2  quads  but  has  not  sampled  any  of  the  area  for  hard 
minerals . 


Page  80,  last  paragraph:  It  is  true  that  the  river  corridor’s  mineral 

resources  could  be  minimal,  but  the  long-term  effect  of  the  corridor 
on  the  adjacent  mining  areas  in  the  headwaters  of  the  Birch  Creek  trib- 
utaries could  be  considerable.  Water-use  restrictions  and  water-pollu- 
tion problems,  for  instance,  would  substantially  deter  placer  mining. 
Protest  from  miners  can  be  expected  a3  this  has  been  a recognized 
mining  area  since  the  turn  of  the  Century. 


Acting 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
GEOIOGICAL  SURVEY 


1.  This  correction  will  be  reflected  on  all  maps  in  the  statement. 

2.  The  statement  "schist  is  reported  to  underlie  70  to  80  percent 
of  the  State"  has  been  deleted. 

3.  Sentence  changed  to  reflect  carmen t. 

While  lying  in  a recognized  mining  area,  the  river  corridor 
is  not  believed  to  be  highly  mineralized.  This  is  reflected 
in  the  Geological  Survey  comment  on  page  37  above.  The 
restrictions  on  water  pollution  will  exist  whether  the  area 
is  established  or  not  as  they  are  reflective  of  the  State's 
EPA  approved  water  quality  standards  (see  Appendix)  . 
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L7617-KQ 


1 ? SEp  1974 

Memorandum 

To:  Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 

From:  Assistant  Director,  Development 

Subject:  Review  of  Draft  Environmental  Statements  for  proposed 

Yukon  Flats  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range 
Koyukuk  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
Selavik  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
Alaska  Coastal  National  Wildlife  Refuges 
Yukon  Delta  National  Wildlife 
Tdgiak  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
Npatak  National  Arctic  Range 
Iliamna  National  Resource  Range 
Porcupine  National  Forest 
Yukon-Kuskokwim  National  Forest 
Wrangell  Mountains  National  Forest 
Additions  to  Chugach  National  Forest 
Fortymile  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
Birch  Creek  National  Wild  River 
Beaver  Creek  National  Wild  River 
Unalalcleet  National  Wild  River 

Ue  have  reviewed  the  subject  draft  environmental  impact  statements  and 
believe  that  they  adequately  discuss  the  environmental  impacts  of  the 
proposed  actions. 

The  National  Park  Service  contributed  personnel  to  the  Alaska  Planning 
Group  which  developed  the  draft  environmental  impact  statements  on  all 
of  the  proposals  that  resulted  from  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement 
Act  studies.  As  part  of  that  effort,  our  personnel  represented  the 
Service's  interest  during  the  development  of  the  environmental  impact 
statements.  As  a result,  our  views  were  taken  into  account  during  the 
process  of  preparation.  We  therefore,  have  no  comments  to  make  now. 
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We  appreciate  having  the  opportunity  to  review  the  set  of  environmental 
impact  statements. 


*Wnw  L-  Pieman 


FNP :SClark:TSwem:rr  9/17/74 

bcc:  ££U-Mr.  Ref  fait 

APG-Mr . Swera 
APG-Mr.  Clark 
HD 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 


ALASKAN  REGION 


TELEPHONE  272-5561 


632  SIXTH  AVENUE 
ANCHORAGE,  ALASKA  99501 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Sir: 

This  letter  is  in  response  to  the  request  that  we  review  the  Draft 
Environmental  Statement  pertaining  to  the  proposed  Birch  Creek  National 
Wild  River. 

We  wish  to  bring  to  the  Planning  Group’s  attention  that  in  any 
consideration  of  the  airspace  above  the  public  lands  in  question  there 
exists  a public  right  of  transit  through  navigable  airspace  and  that 
the  authority  to  control  the  use  of  navigable  airspace  and  to  regulate 
both  civil  and  military  operations  therein  lie  solely  with  the  Secretary 
of  Transportation.  This  exclusive  responsibility  and  authority  is 
statutory  (49  U.S.C.  1303,  1347,  and  1348). 

While  each  land  withdrawal  for  specific  public  purposes  has  its  own 
individual  characteristics,  each  should  be  viewed  in  relation  to  the 
composite  effect  of  restricting  the  use  of  land  in  exceptionally  large 
tracts  or  restricted  uses  that  abut  upon  each  other.  In  addition, 
there  are  site  location  circumstances  that  occur  from  time  to  time 
which  require  that  electronic  aids  to  air  navigation  be  located  in 
areas  for  which  there  is  not  always  an  acceptable  alternate  location. 

In  such  circumstances,  we  would  request  that  every  effort  be  made  by 
federal  agencies  responsible  for  land  management  to  cooperate  in  the 
public  interest  in  the  safety  of  airways , just  as  agencies  are  asked 
to  cooperate  with  federal  objectives  in  land  management. 

We  appreciate  the  enormity  of  the  task  that  faces  your  group.  We  also 
appreciate  the  opportunity  afforded  us  to  comment  upon  the  proposal. 


Sin cerely , 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 


We  recognize  that  there  are  circumstances  which  require 
electronic  aids  to  air  navigations  be  located  in  areas 
where  there  is  not  always  an  acceptable  alternative 
location.  If  such  a circumstance  does  occur,  the 
management  agency  would  cooperate  in  locating  mutually 
acceptable  sites  in  the  interest  of  the  safety  of  the 
airways. 


U.  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 


FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ADMINISTRATION 

412  Mohawk  Building 
222  S.  W.  Morrison  St. 
Portland,  Oregon  97204 


June  21,  1974 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO 


10-00.33 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem,  Chairman 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

Your  December  28,  1973  letter  provided  copies  of  DEIS  #73-108  to 
the  Federal  Highway  Administration  for  review  and  comment  concern- 
ing the  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation's  (BOR)  proposal,  Birch  Creek 
Wild  River.  We  appreciate  the  120  day  extension  for  review  of  this 
and  other  DEIS's  as  noted  in  Secretary  Morton's  February  20,  1974 
news  release. 

Following  are  our  comments  on  the  subject  statement  for  your  con- 
sideration in  further  planning  and  preparation  of  the  FEIS: 

1.  We  wish  to  compliment  the  BOR  for  preparing  a concise  and  most 
informative  document  describing  their  proposal.  The  liberal 
use  of  graphics  added  to  the  text  portion  and  contributed 
greatly  to  the  readability  of  the  statement. 

2.  During  1972-73,  Mr.  Jules  V.  Tileston,  Alaska  Task  Force  Leader 
for  BOR,  submitted  various  reports  on  river  studies  being  under- 
taken in  Alaska  to  our  FHWA  Division  Engineer  in  Alaska.  Divi- 
sion Engineer  Gene  Hanna  forwarded  these  draft  river  study 
reports  to  our  office  with  his  analysis  of  the  information  con- 
tained therein.  Generally,  it  was  noted  by  Mr.  Hanna  that  the 
BOR  included  road  proposals  by  the  Alaska  Department  of  Highways 
in  these  reports  and  no  objections  were  offered  by  BOR  to  high- 
way crossings  of  the  rivers  where  proposed.  Regional  Federal 
Highway  Administrator  L.  E.  Lybecker  provided  responses  to 

Mr.  Tileston  on  numerous  occasions  which  reflected  Mr.  Hanna's 
evaluations  of  the  BOR  draft  study  reports.  These  reports  did 
not  contain  BOR's  recommendations  for  river  classification  as 
"Wild",  "Scenic"  or  "Recreational"  as  provided  for  in  the  1968 
Wild  and  Scenic  River  Act.  Rather,  these  reports  included  a 
"Description  of  the  Environment"  section  similar  to  what  DEIS 
#73-108  now  contains. 
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On  pages  25  and  62  of  this  DEIS,  the  BOR  has  correctly  noted 
that  the  Alaska  .Department  of  Highways  has  proposed  an  exten- 
sion of  the  existing  highway  which  runs  between  Central  and 
Circle  Hot  Springs.  This  proposed  extension  would  cross  Birch 
Creek  approximately  30  miles  upriver  from  the  lower  boundary  of 
the  Birch  Creek  wild  river  proposal  and  proceed  southeasterly 
to  Eagle,  Alaska.  However,  BOR  has  incorrectly  noted  that  "No 
detailed  location,  engineering,  or  design  studies  have  been 
made  for  this  proposed  highway".  We  suggest  the  FEIS  be  modi- 
fied to  indicate  that  during  1959-60,  Mr.  Donald  Belcher  and 
Associates  were  retained  to  make  a study  for  location  and  design 
of  the  Circle  Hot  Springs  to  Eagle  route  and  a feasible  route 
was  presented.  Extensive  aerial  and  ground  surveys  were  made 
to  determine  the  route  from  Circle  Hot  Springs  to  Eagle.  The 
route  chosen  is  generally  as  shown  on  the  various  maps  in  DEIS 
#73-108.  Lack  of  funds  has  kept  this  project  dormant,  although 
throughout  the  years  since  statehood  the  project  has  been  dis- 
cussed often  in  the  State  legislative  sessions.  Mr.  Belcher 
enjoys  a national  and  international  reputation,  having  partici- 
pated in  location  work  in  establishing  Brazil ia.  He  has  done 
work  in  many  nations  and  is  currently  working  in  South  Africa. 

In  our  estimation,  Mr.  Belcher's  efforts  in  Alaska,  including 
the  Circle  Hot  Springs-Eagle  location  studies,  should  not  be 
overlooked. 

3.  The  Joint  Federal-State  Land  Use  Planning  Commission  is  develop- 
ing Statewide  transportation  system  proposals  and  has  received 

a proposal  from  the  Alaska  Railroad  and  the  Alaska  Department 
of  Highways  on  surface  transportation  and  utilities  corridors. 

The  Alaska  Department  of  Highway^  proposal  in  July  1973  included 
the  Circle  Hot  Springs-Eagle  route. 

The  Commission  held  public  hearings  in  April  1974  at  various 
locations  throughout  Alaska  to  present  surface  transportation 
and  utility  corridor  proposals  and  to  obtain  input  on  native 
concerns  regarding  surface  transportation.  We  feel  the  BOR 
should  review  these  Commission  proposals,  the  public  hearing 
testimony  resulting  therefrom,  and  provide  further  discussion 
in  the  FEIS  regarding  wild  river  classification  of  Birch  Creek 
on  surface  transportation  corridors  being  planned  to  serve 
interior  Alaska. 

4.  In  the  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  section  of  DEIS  #73-108, 
it  is  noted  BOR  recommends  the  uppermost  135-mile  segment  of  Birch 
Creek,  along  with  approximately  200,000  acres  of  adjacent  land, 

be  designated  by  Congress  as  a wild  river,  classified  and  managed 
as  a "Wild  River  Area"  pursuant  to  Section  2(b)(1)  of  the  1968 
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Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act.  This  proposed  river  corridor  would 
be  administered  by  BLM  and  the  lateral  boundaries  would  be  de- 
termined by  BLM  in  consultation  with  other  Federal,  State  and 
local  agencies,  native  groups  and  existing  or  potential  users 
of  the  "Wild  River  Area".  BOR  notes  that  the  proposed  lateral 
boundaries  could  average  up  to  two  miles  on  either  side  of 
Birch  Creek,  not  to  exceed  200,000  acres  within  the  135-mile 
reach. 


The  map  on  page  4 shows  a proposed  January  1973  highway  route 
from  Eagle  to  Circle.  This  route  is  incorrect  and  should  be 
deleted  from  all  the  BOR  maps  in  the  FEIS.  The  latest  correct 
information  is  the  highway  shown  on  page  4 and  represents  the 
Alaska  Department  of  Highway's  July  1973  proposal  from  Eagle 
to  Circle  Hot  Springs.  Since  this  highway  proposal  crosses  the 
proposed  Birch  Creek  wild  river  corridor,  we  are  concerned  not 
only  with  BOR's  proposed  lateral  boundaries  for  the  "Wild  River 
Area",  but  the  proposed  Eagle-Circle  Hot  Springs  highway  cros- 
sing itself.  While  this  highway  route  from  Eagle-Circle  Hot 
Springs  was  not  part  of  the  transportation  proposals  presented 
to  the  Joint  Federal-State  Land  Use  Planning  Commission  in 
January  1974,  we  feel  the  benefits  of  any  proposed  transporta- 
tion corridor  should  be  given  due  consideration  by  BOR  in  the 
FEIS.  We  suggest  the  BOR  address  the  additional  travel  distance 
that  would  be  required  to  avoid  the  "Wild  River  Area",  the 
relative  suitability  of  rerouting  versus  an  alternate  within 
the  proposed  Birch  Creek  wild  river  corridor  to  accommodate  a 
highway  crossing,  and  the  possibility  of  designating  the  river 
corridor  area  of  the  proposed  Eagle-Circle  Hot  Springs  highway 
crossing  as  "Scenic"  rather  than  "Wild".  The  use  of  a multiple 
classification  concept  has  been  demonstrated  on  the  Rogue  River 
in  Oregon.  We  suggest  this  alternative  be  discussed  by  BOR  in 
the  FEIS. 

5.  The  map  on  page  19  is  of  such  a scale  that  it  is  very  difficult 
to  ascertain  the  40  rivers  that  were  studied  by  BOR  from  the 
existing  and  proposed  surface  transportation  systems.  Perhaps 
the  use  of  color  on  these  maps  in  the  FEIS  would  help  differen- 
tiate between  rivers  and  transportation  routes. 

6.  On  page  25  it  is  mentioned  that  small  aircraft  land  and  take  off 

on  the  Steese  Highway.  The  discussion  here  concerns  transportation 
in  the  regional  setting  and  more  specifically  about  provisions  for 
small  aircraft  landing  sites.  We  consider  aircraft  landing  on 
highways  without  adequate  traffic  control  devices  to  be  an  unsafe 
practice.  The  unsuspecting  automobile  driver  should  not  have  to 
cope  with  an  over-width  vehicle  landing  or  taking  off  indiscrimin- 
ately on  the  Steese  Highway  or  any  other  public  highway  in  Alaska. 
Perhaps  this  could  be  clarified  by  BOR  in  the  FEIS,  as  we  under- 
stand such  actions  by  small  aircraft  pilots  are  illegal. 
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7. 


On  page  33  it  is  noted  Birch  Creek  is  not  considered  navigable 
by  the  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers.  We  understand  the  U.  S. 

Coast  Guard  determines  navigability  of  streams  for  Federal 
lands  and  the  State  of  Alaska  makes  this  determination  for 
lands  where  ownership  may  pass  to  State  ownership  under  the 
Alaska  Statehood  Act. 

8.  On  pages  67  and  69  it  should  be  recognized  that  with  increased 

use  of  snow  machines,  motorbikes,  weasels  and  all-terrain  vehicles, 
natural  vegetation  and  brush  will  be  broken  down  which  presently 
helps  to  hold  moisture,  prevent  run-off  and  which  also  serves  as 
a source  of  browse  for  moose. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  proposal.  We  would  ap- 
preciate receiving  a copy  of  the  FEIS  when  it  is  completed. 


Very  truly  yours, 


Hugh  B.  Henry,  Director 
Office  of  Environment  and  Design 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ADMINISTRATION 


1.  The  impact  statement  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the  location 
and  design  study  by  a private  consulting  firm. 

2.  A discussion  on  the  proposed  surface  transportation  and 
utility  corridors  has  been  included  in  Chapter  I, 
Interrelationship  with  Other  Projects  and  Jurisdictions. 

3.  Map  revised  as  suggested. 

4.  The  impact  on  transportation  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the 
additional  construction  costs  and  the  distance  and  travel  time 
by  the  highway  user  if  it  becomes  necessary  to  reroute  the 
proposed  highway  to  avoid  crossing  Birch  Creek  Wild  River 
segment. 

5.  Birch  Creek  meets  the  criteria  for  Wild  River  classification 
in  section  2 (b)  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  and  the 
supplemental  criteria  established  jointly  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  as  published  in 
"Guidelines  for  Evaluating  Wild,  Scenic  and  Recreational  River 
Areas  Proposed  for  Inclusion  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  System  under  Section  2,  Public  Law  90-542."  Each  river 
under  study  is  evaluated  in  its  present  condition.  It  should 
be  noted  that  this  Department  and  the  State  agreed  that  this 
area  would  be  withdrawn  as  National  Interest  Lands  well  before 
the  State  highway  proposal  was  announced.  This  Department 
has  not  had  an  opportunity  to  review  an  EIS  on  any  transporta- 
tion system  plan  in  this  area.  It  should  also  be  noted  that 
at  this  stage,  the  State  road  plan  is  a proposal  comparable 

in  status  to  the  Wild  River  proposal. 

6.  The  statement  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the  illegal  use  of 
the  Steese  Highway  by  small  aircraft. 

7.  Section  II,  Water  Rights  and  Navigability,  has  been  rewritten 
to  recognize  that  the  question  of  navigability  is  unresolved 
and  to  delete  any  reference  to  who  may  make  the  determination 
of  navigability. 

8.  The  statement  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the  loss  of 
vegetation  by  all-terrain  vehicles. 
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UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

WASHINGTON.  D.C.  20460 


22  AUG  1974 


OFFICE  OF  THE 
ADMINISTRATOR 


Mr.  Theodore  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Inter xor 
Washington , D.C.  20240 


Dear  Mr . Swem : 


This  is  intended  as  an  addendum  to  EPA's  comments 
of  July  18,  1974,  on  the  draft  environmental  impact 
statements  (EIS's)  on  the  "Alaska  Native  Claims 
Withdrawal  Proposals."  We  are  enclosing  several 
additional  comments  on  the  individual  EIS's,  however, 
you  should  be  aware  that  these  additional  comments 
do  not  change  the  earlier  rating  as  expressed  in  the 
July  18,  1974,  comment  letter. 


We  do  not  feel  that  the  cumulative  impact  of  the 
withdrawals  upon  the  Alaskan  environment  has  been  addressed 
by  these  separate  statements.  Accordingly,  we  believe 
that  it  would  be  appropriate  for  DOI  to  prepare  an 
overview  or  summary  EIS  to  accompany  the  individual 
final  EIS's  which  would  address  these  cumulative 
impacts.  The  overview  statement  might  include  a 
map  displaying  the  scheme  of  the  area  withdrawals 
in  relation  to  areas  of  prime  ecological  concern  and 
to  the  existing  National  Parks  and  Forests  in  Alaska. 

A view  such  as  this  would  facilitate  the  reviewers' 
understanding  of  the  total  area  involved.  It  would 
also  be  useful  to  differentiate  between  the  management 
practices  and  authorities  at  National  Parks,  Forests, 
and  Refuges  within  the  overview  statement.  The  EIS's 
relating  to  National  Forest  proposals,  for  example, 
included  a useful  chart  summarizing  the  current 
management  practices  under  National  Forest  and  Wildlife 
Refuge  administration.  This  chart  might  be  expanded 
to  include  National  Park  and  Wilderness  Area 
administration . 
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We  appreciated  the  opportunity  to  review  and 
comment  on  these  proposals,  and  ask  that  this  letter 
and  attachment  be  considered  part  of  EPA's  official 
comments  on  the  subject  impact  statements. 

Sincerely  yours, 


y<2- 


Sheldon  Meyers 
Director 

Office  of  Federal  Activities 


Attachment 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 


The  need  to  consider  cumulative  impacts  is  recognized  and 
discussed  in  response  No.  1 to  the  carments  from  the 
Forest  Service. 


U.  S.  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 


REPLY  TO 
ATTN  OF: 


ALASKA  OPERATIONS  OFFICE 
Room  G66,  Federal  Building 
605  West  Fourth  Avenue 
Anchorage,  Alaska  99501 

June  20,  1974 


Mr.  Theodore  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Subject:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statements  for: 

Kobuk  Valley  National  Monument 
Alaska  Coastal  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
Selawik  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
Beaver  Creek  National  Wild  River 
Birch  Creek  National  Wild  River 
Additions  to  the  Chugach  National  Forest 
Aniakchak  Caldera  National  Monument 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  has  reviewed  the  subject  draft 
environmental  impact  statements  and  does  not  anticipate  any  significant 
environmental  impacts  as  a result  of  these  proposed  actions  as  related 
■to  EPA's  areas  of  expertise.  The  major  impacts  will  be  primarily  economic 
due  to  the  limited  use  these  lands  will  be  subjected  to.  We  assume 
that  if  these  lands  are  reclassified  or  if  specific  developments  are 
authorized  on  these  lands  at  some  future  time,  an  environmental  impact 
statement  will  be  written  which  considers  the  environmental  effects 
of  the  new  proposed  land  uses. 

The  additions  of  new  lands  to  the  National  Forest  system  will  result 
in  multiple  use  of  some  of  these  lands.  The  resulting  activities  could 
have  significant  environmental  impacts.  In  the  case  of  the  Chugach 
National  Forest  the  proposed  additions  would  become  included  in  the 
management  plans  being  developed  for  the  forest  lands.  This  plan  does 
not  identify  impacts  resulting  from  specific  developments  that  will 
be  allowed  to  take  place. 
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t. 


We  would  anticipate  these  impacts  would  fall  within  EPA's  areas 
of  expertise.  Prior  .to  the  development  of  these  lands  we  would 
expect  the  Forest  Service  to  make  an  environmental  assessment  to  determine 
the  necessity  of  an  environmental  impact  statement.  We  would  then  review 
those  projects  for  which  an  EIS  is  prepared. 

These  draft  impact  statements  have  been  classified  as  Category  LO-1. 
The  classification  and  the  date  of  EPA's  comments  will  be  published  in 
the  Federal  Register  in  accordance  with  our  responsibility  to  inform 
the  public  of  our  views  on  proposed  Federal  actions  under  Section  309 
of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

Definitions  of  the  categories  are  provided  on  the  attachment. 

Our  procedure  is  to  categorize  our  comments  on  both  the  environmental 
consequences  of  the  proposed  action  and  the  adequacy  of  the  impact 
statement  at  the  draft  stage. 

If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  our  categorization  procedures, 
please  let  us  know. 


Sincerely  yours. 


Oscar  E.  Dickason 
Director 

Alaska  Operations  Office 
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UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA 

GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION 
Washington,  dc  20405 


FEB  1 8 1374 

Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman 

Alaska  Planning  Group 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Washington,  D.  C.  20405 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

As  requested  in  your  December  28  letter,  the  General  Services 
Administration  has  reviewed  the  draft  environmental  impact 
statements  in  regard  to  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act 
of  1971. 

Our  review  of  these  draft  environmental  impact  statements  discloses 
no  problems  of  concern  to  this  agency. 
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Federal- State 

Land  Use  Planning  Commission 
For  Alaska 

733  W.  FOURTH  AVENUE,  SUITE  400 
ANCHOHACE,  ALASKA  99501 


July  12,  1974 


Mr.  Theodore  Swem,  Chairman 
Alaska  Work  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  2£)240 

Dear  Mr. 


Bailey  Breedlive  advises  me  that  you  did  not  receive  our  technical 
comments  on  seven  of  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statements  on 
the  d-2  lands. 


Enclosed  are  copies  of  our  comments  on 


the  following: 


Alaska  Coastal,  N.W.R. 
Selawik,  N.W.R. 

Kobulc,  N.P. 

Aniakchak,  N.M. 


Beaver  Creek,  W.R. 
Birch  Creek,  W.R. 
Chugach,  N.F. 


Sincerely  yours. 


. G.  Bingham 
Executive  Director 


TGBrvsc 


Enclosure 
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Technical  Adequacy  Review  of 
Proposed  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement 

Completed 

Only  For  Chapter  II  Description  and 
Chapter  III  Environmental  Impact  of 
Proposed  Action. 


Proposed  Birch  Creek,  National  Wild  River 


Prepared  by 

Resource  Planning  Team,  FSLUPC 


January,  1974 
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Birch  Creek,  NWR 
Chapter  II  Description 

Pape  42  Vegetation,  2nd  paragraph 

Paragraph  implies  that  both  balsam  poplar  and  black  cottonwood  are 
found  in  this  area. 

Comment:  Hulten  in  "Flora  of  Alaska"  shows  balsam  poplar  as  the  only 

poplar  for  this  area  of  the  interior. 

Agriculture  - was  not  discussed 

Comment:  Potential  agriculture  areas  have  now  been  identified  for  the 

State  and  should  be  included  in  this  environmental  statement.  SCS  of 
USDI  is  submitting  a detailed  report  on  this  subject  to  the  Secretary 
of  Interior. 

An  upland  area  of  wind  deposited  loamy  soil  is  found  in  the  lower 
portion  of  this  proposal  (T7NR17E  Fairbanks  Meridian) . This  is 
a narrow  belt,  or  valley  bottom  area  of  5 or  6 sections  with  potential 
future  use.  No  land  is  currently  being  used  for  agriculture  in  the 
region  now;  however,  agriculture  experimental  data  from  the  Old  Ram.par 
Station  shows  that  seasons  are  adequate. 

Page  43  and  44  Timber 

Comment:  Description  should  reflect  that  what # timber  there  is  lies  in 

narrow  bands  along  Birch  Creek  — not  just  along  the  Yukon  River.  Als 
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Birch  Creek  forests  will  support  a small  mill  cutting  about  5,000  board 
feet  daily  for  local  use,  or  if  combined  with  Yukon  valley  forests, 
could  be  a major  timber  supply  unit. 

Page  26  Transportation 

In  reference  to  the  two  highway  routes;  proposals  dated  January,  1973 
and  July,  1973. 

Our  information  from  the  State  Highway  Department  shows  the  July,  1973 
proposal  as  the  better  route,  with  the  January,  1973  route  being  dropped 
from  consideration. 

Comment:  With  this  as  a consideration  — then  it  is  possible  that  a 

'road  wouxd  cross  the  proposed  Wild  River  approximately  30  miles  upstream 
from  the  boundary.  Priority  for  this  route  is  low  (15-30  years  out) 
because  of  funds  and  higher  priority  roads  which  will  be  built  first. 

Chapter  III  - Environmental  Impact  of  the  Proposed  Action 

Agriculture 
Common t : 

Impact  of  the  proposal  on  potential  future  agr 5.culture  uso  would  be  very 
minor  considering  the  amount  of  land*  but  it  should  be  mentioned. 

Page  64  Timber 

Impact  might  bo  stated  as  small  rather  than  insignificant.  More  detailed 


on-site-study  is  certainly  needed  on  this 


subj ect . 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
RESOURCE  PLANNING  TEAM, 
FEDERAL-STATE  LAND  USE  PLANNING  COMMISSION 


1.  Comment  accepted  and  reference  to  black  cottonwood  deleted 
from  text. 

2.  Section  II,  Soils,  discusses  the  fact  that  vegetables  and 
flowers  are  grown  elsewhere  in  Alaska  under  similar  climatic 
and  soils  conditions. 

3.  Text  believed  adequate  as  it  recognizes  potential  but  identifies 
little  likelihood  for  "economic  development"  of  the  timber  in 
the  Birch  Creek  area. 

4.  See  the  responses  to  Federal  Highway  Administration's  comments, 
particularly  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

5.  Inpact  on  potential  future  agriculture  use  has  been  included  in 
Section  III,  Inpact  on  Local  Economy. 
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WILLIAM  A.  ECAH,  COVERNOR 


©FFSCE  OF 


THE  GOVERNOR  / Phone  465-3512 
ST  A TE  PLANNING  AND  RESEARCH  / POUCH  AD  - IUNEAU  99801 


July  22,  1974 


Only  that  portion  of  this  letter 
addressing  the  Birch  Creek 
proposal  has  been  reproduced. 


Mr.  Theodor  Swem,  Chairman 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

De  ar  M r . Swem: 

Attached  hereto  is  the  response  of  the  State  of  Alaska  to  the  23  draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statements  submitted  by  your  office  for  review  on  January  3,  1974. 

W 2 appreciate  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft  statements,  and  hope 
chat  cur  review  will  be  helpful  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  the  preparation 
of  a comprehensive  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  relative  to  the  proposed 
legislation  known  as  The  Alaska  Conservation  Act  (S.2917)  , prepared  and  submitted 
by  Secretary  Morton . 


Yours  trul 


R.  W.  Pavitt,  AIP 
Director 


Essentially  the  same  general  comments 
were  contained  in  a June  21,  1974 
preliminary  letter  from  the  State 
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STATE  OF  ALASKA 


Response  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statements  for  lands  withdrawn  under 
Section  17  (d)  (2)  of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act,  and  proposed  by 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Parks,  Forests,  Wildlife 
Refuge  and  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Systems. 
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Juneau,  Alaska 
July  22,  1974 


I OVERVIEW 


The  comments  contained  in  this  report  and  the  attachments  thereto  should  be 
considered  as  the  State's  formal  response  to  the  Department  of  Interior's  recommen- 
dations regarding  land  withdrawn  pursuant  to  Section  17  (d)  (2)  of  the  Alaska 
Native  Claims  Settlement  Act  (Public  Law  92-203)  . The  comments  apply  to  all 
28  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statements  and  include  the  State's  comments 
on  seven  of  the  proposals  which  were  submitted  on  June  22,  1974. 

The  one  overriding  area  of  concern  relating  to  all  of  the  proposals  is  that  each 
individual  statement  deals  with  a small  area  of  Alaska  and  does  not  look  at  the 
impact  on  the  State  as  a whole,  nor  even  on  a major  region.  The  "major  federal 
action"  involved  in  the  proposed  implementation  of  Section  17  (d)  (2)  is  the  addition 
of  over  83  million  acres  (130,000  square  miles)  of  land  in  Alaska  to  the  over 
47  million  acres  already  included  in  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  National  Park, 

National  Forest  and  Wild  and  Scenic  River  Management  Systems.  Although  individual 
environmental  impact  statements  can  and  should  be  required  for  individual 
federal  actions,  it  is  obvious  that  in  this  instance  a single  comprehensive  environmental 
impact  statement  relating  to  the  social,  economic,  physical  and  environmental 
consequences  of  the  proposed  federal  action  concerning  83  million  acres  is  needed 
to  comply  v/ith  the  provisions  and  intent  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act.  The  State  will  demand  and  require  that  such  an  impact  statement  be  prepared, 
as  the  examination  of  individual  parts  of  the  overall  proposed  action  do  not  give 
a fair  and  accurate  evaluation  of  the  impact  upon  the  State  as  a whole,  and  upon 
the  nation  as  well. 

The  ultimate  effect  of  the  approval  of  the  proposed  actions  would  be  to  divide 
the  State  into  a number  of  isolated  enclaves  having  little  or  no  relationship  with 
each  other.  Such  fractionalization  can  and  will  lead  to  serious  administrative 
problems  at  federal,  state  and  local  levels,  tend  to  break  down  the  prevailing 
cooperative  spirit  for  the  solving  of  problems,  and  can  only  lead  to  serious  adverse 
social,  economic,  and  environmental  consequences  for  Alaska. 


Recognizing  the  imminent  shortage  of  metals  and  minerals.  Congress  enacted 
the  Mining  and  Minerals  Policy  Act  of  1970.  This  Act  requires  an  annual  report 
to  Congress  from  the  Secretary  of  Interior  on  the  state  of  the  mineral  industry 
both  domestic  and  foreign,  apprising  the  nation  of  domestic  shortcomings.  These 
reports  have  pointed  out  the  increasing  world  demand  and  decreasing  future 
supplies  of  necessary  and  strategic  minerals.  In  his  1973  report  to  the  Congress, 
Secretary  Morton  pointed  out: 

1.  Energy  and  minerals  are  the  life-blood  of  our  industrial  economy. . 

2.  "Development  of  our  domestic  resources  is  not  keeping  pace  with 
our  needs ..." 

The  emphasis  by  the  Secretary  on  these  increasing  mineral  deficiencies  both 
domestic  and  worldwide  appears  inconsistent  writh  the  creation  of  the  proposed 
vast  National  Parks,  Refuges  and  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  in  Alaska's  rich  mineral 
potential  areas.  Many  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statements  have  indicated 
that  mining  and  mineral  exploration  will  be  one  of  the  first  activities  which  will 
be  restricted  or  completely  forbidden  within  the  newly  created  management  areas. 

In  fact,  the  proposals  of  the  Department  of  Interior  contained  in  S.2917  actually 
employ  language  that  would  prohibit  geological  and  geophysical  studies  to  identify 
and  evaluate  the  mineral  content  of  many  of  these  areas;  even  by  the  Department 
of  Interior. 

The  State  of  Alaska  has  been  described  as  one  of  the  major  remaining  untapped 
storehouses  of  mineral  wealth  in  the  North  American  continent  . Yet,  only  a very 
small  part  of  the  State  has  been  geological  mapped  or  subjected  to  geophysical 
exploration  to  determine  the  mineral  potential.  In  nearly  all  of  the  Draft  Environment 
Impact  Statements,  a subtle  argument  has  been  presented  suggesting  that  not 
knowing  the  mineral  potential  in  an  area  is  tantamount  to  it  not  having  potential. 

This  is  then  used  to  justify  statements  to  the  effect  that  the  closure  of  these 
areas  to  mining  and  exploration  will  have  only  a slight  impact  on  the  State  or 
the  nation.  This  is,  of  course,  a completely  fallacious  argument  and  must  be 
most  strenuously  objected  to. 
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It  is  the  position  of  the  State  of  Alaska  that  if  long  range  plans  are  not  developed 
now  for  the  careful  inventory  of  mineral  resources  and  provision  for  supervised 
extraction  of  resources  within  the  proposed  withdrawals,  as  well  as  the  remainder 
of  the  State,  the  time  will  eventually  come  when  the  minerals  will  be  exploited 
under  conditions  of  extreme  national  pressure,  and  with  little  regard  to  the  ecology 
which  they  were  proposed  to  protect.  It  is  necessary  that  stipulations  be  reached 
to  allow  scientific  research,  inventory,  and  planned  supervised  extraction  of 
natural  resources  as  needed  and  required  by  the  State  and  the  nation  prior  to 
the  final  classification  of  any  of  these  areas. 

Within  each  of  the  28  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statements  there  is  a reference 
to  a number  of  hearings  which  were  held  by  the  Joint  State-Federal  Land  Use 
Planning  Commission  in  regards  to  that  particular  proposal.  However,  the  hearings 
held  by  the  Land  Use  Planning  Commission  in  May  and  June  of  1973  were  primarily 
concerned  with  eliciting  the  feelings  and  views  of  the  residents  of  the  State  of 
Alaska  on  what  the  appropriate  land  use  would  be  for  the  (d)  (2)  withdrawals. 

At  the  time  of  the  Land  Use  Planning  Commission  hearings,  the  specific  intentions 
of  the  federal  agencies  for  classification  of  the  (d)  (2)  were  not  known  to  the 
public  (and  probably  not  to  the  agencies  themselves)  . One  of  the  underlying 
purposes  of  the  LUPC  hearings  was  the  possibility  of  the  development  of  innovative 
management  systems  within  the  withdrawals  which  could  accommodate  the  needs 
and  wishes  of  the  peoples  of  Alaska  and  of  the  nation  as  a whole. 

Since  that  time  the  Department  of  Interior  has  distributed  its  proposals  for  classifi- 
cation of  the  (d)  (2)  lands,  and  the  public  has  become  more  aware  of  Interior's 
intentions.  Many  people  would  like  the  opportunity  to  voice  their  opinions  on 
the  Department  of  Interior's  controversial  proposals  at  a public  hearing.  To 
facilitate  this  purpose,  the  Department  of  Interior,  in  all  fairness,  should  hold 
public  hearings  on  each  of  the  specific  proposals  in  the  area  to  be  affected,  to 
obtain  and  consider  public  opinion  in  the  overall  environmental  assessment. 

If  this  course  of  action  is  not  taken,  it  can  only  be  assumed  that  the  Department 
of  Interior  is  not  interested  in  public  views  and  does  not  wish  to  expose  itself 
to  opposing  elements. 


There  appears  to  be  a tendency  in  each  proposal  to  propose  withdrawal  and  classifi- 
cation of  land  areas  vastly  exceeding  that  necessary  to  protect  the  features  and 
qualities  which  prompted  the  action.  An  example  of  this  tendency  is  the  proposed 
Kobuk  Valley  National  Monument  where  the  Department  has  seen  fit  to  recommend 
the  withdrawal  of  3,000  square  miles  to  protect  30  square  miles  of  sand  dunes. 

The  Draft  Statements  uniformly  fail  to  justify  the  need  for  the  classification,  boimdaries 
and  size  of  the  proposals,  although  most  of  the  reports  imply  that  controls  and 
regulations  are  needed  for  even  an  expanded  area  which  would  extend  beyond 
the  boundaries  of  a given  v/ithdrawal  to  avoid  significant  impacts  on  the  area 
withdrawn.  To  justify  these  extraterritorial  areas  of  cooperative  management, 
the  Department  of  Interior  has  created  the  term  "Area  of  Ecological  Concern", 
although  no  basis  can  be  found  in  Section  17  (d)  (2)  of  the  Alaska  Native  Claim 
Settlement  Act  authorizing  such  a land  classification. 

The  concept  of  an  "Area  of  Ecological  Concern"  established  in  conjunction  with 
a national  park  or  a wildlife  refuge  is  in  theory  quite  commendable,  and  represents 
an  innovative  step  on  the  part  of  the  Department  of  Interior.  As  has  been  stated 
many  times  in  the  (d)  (2)  environmental  impact  statements,  the  arbitrarily  drawn 
straight  boundary  lines  which  encompass  parks,  refuges,  etc.  many  times  do 
not  provide  an  effective  management  area  for  the  protection  of  ecological  features. 

The  (d)  (2)  proposals  indicate  that  in  theory  the  Areas  of  Ecological  Concern 
would  be  administered  by  cooperative  agreements  between  the  managing  agency 
of  the  federal  withdrawal  and  the  adjacent  landowners  within  the  Area  of  Ecological 
Concern.  This  can  be  an  effective  and  important  management  tool  for  the  protection 
of  these  areas  as  long  as  the  affected  land  owners  are  considered  and  treated 
as  an  equal  partner  in  the  relationship.  Equal  partnership,  however,  means 
that  the  Department  must  be  as  willing  to  let  its  neighbors  know  and  affect  what 
it  proposes  to  do  inside  of  the  federal  withdrawal  as  the  neighbors  in  turn  must 
be  walling  to  comply  wuth  federal  requests  and  restrictions. 

A factor  not  adequately  addressed  in  any  of  these  proposals  and  which  makes 
it  imperative  that  a single  draft  environmental  statement  for  the  entire  83  million 
acres  be  prepared  concerns  the  cost  to  the  American  taxpayer  for  administering 
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The  apparent  jealousies , and  lack  of  confidence  and  trust  among  the  various 
federal  agencies  is  made  abundantly  clear  in  the  analysis  of  these  documents. 

The  advocative  inference  that  only  through  a particular  agency's  management 
system  can  the  national  interests  in  a particular  proposal  be  truly  protected  does 
little  to  instill  confidence  in  the  federal  management  system . 

Although  it  is  to  be  expected  that  an  individual  agency  would  lobby  within  the 
Draft  Environment  Impact  Statements  for  the  establishment  of  its  particular  management 
system,  this  advocacy  has  unfortunately  been  allowed  to  color  their  analysis 
of  information  and  throws  serious  question  as  to  the  validity  of  their  conclusions 
and  recommendations.  The  draft  statements  are  replete  with  incorrect,  biased 
and  misinterpreted  information.  Agencies  have  suppressed  information  which 
disagreed  with  their  predetermined  positions,  and  have  resorted  to  the  use  of 
emotional  cliches  and  outright  distortion  of  facts  in  an  apparent  attempt  to  display 
their  environmental  fervor . 

The  lack  of  knowledge  of  the  agencies  with  respect  to  the  subject  of  subsistence 
is  appalling  and  appears  to  ignore  the  fact  that  the  Native  people  of  Alaska  have 
survived  for  literally  thousands  of  years  in  a hostile  environment  only  because 
they  practiced  the  type  of  sustained  yield  management  that  is  the  ultimate  objective 
of  conservation.  Surely  the  imposition  of  bureacratic  federal  regulatory  measures 
on  this  exemplary  balance  of  man  and  his  environment  is  unwarranted,  unjustified 
and  unsupported  by  any  factual  information  contained  in  the  draft  statements. 

The  fold-out  map  following  this  overview  is  an  accurate  scale  representation 
of  the  State  of  Alaska  superimposed  on  a map  of  the  coterminous  states  drawn 
to  the  same  scale  (1  inch  = 135  miles)  . The  proposals,  as  outlined  in  the  draft 
statements,  will  dramatically  affect  land  use,  transportation,  subsistence,  commun- 
ications, recreation  and  other  factors  that  relate  directly  to  the  quality  of  life 
and  the  viability  of  Alaska  as  a sovereign  state.  It  is  felt  that  only  by  portraying 
graphically  the  existing  federal  withdrawals  and  their  geographic  relationship 
to  the  proposed  additions  to  the  "four  systems"  can  the  true  impact  of  the  size 
and  importance  of  these  proposals  be  fully  understood. 
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PROPOSEO  FEDERAL  WITHDRAWALS 
STATE  OF  ALASKA 


BIRCH  CREEK  NATIONAL  WILD  RIVER 
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BIRCII  CREEK  NATIONAL  WILD  RIVER 


General  Comments 

We  observed  that  this  particular  report  is  more  of  a planning  statement  with  a 
broad  overview  of  the  area  rather  than  an  environmental  impact  statement. 

It  is  not  felt  that  current  aviation  activity  warrants  restriction  in  this  region, 
nor  do  we  feel  that  float  equipped  aircraft  landing  on  water  nor  ski-equipped 
aircraft  landing  on  snow  will  detrimentally  harm  the  ecology  of  the  Birch  Creek 
^r  other  wilderness  regions  of  Alaska. 

A major  failing  of  such  proposals  to  classify  the  80  million  acres  of  (d)  (2)  lands 
in  Alaska  as  wilderness  in  some  form  or  another  has  been  the  lack  of  identifying 
the  time  frame  in  which  irrevokable  and  irreparable  damage  to  the  environment 
is  expected  to  occur.  If  such  danger  is  only  five  or  ten  years  away,  then  certainly 
consideration  must  be  given  to  preserving  the  wilderness  quality  of  these  areas 
now.  However,  we  believe  that  man's  use  of  the  Alaskan  wilderness  environment 
will  not  reach  a danger  level  to  the  ecoldgy  for  many,  many  years  and  it  is  not 
felt  that  the  time  has  yet  come  for  official  wilderness  designation  of  regions  such 
as  Birch  Creek . 

Another  factor  we  have  not  seen  addressed  in  these  proposals  is  the  cost  to  the 
American  taxpayer  for  administering  the  regulations  and  restrictions  to  be  imposed 
if  these  areas  are  designated  as  wild  rivers . 

The  statement  makes  reference  to  a number  of  hearings  which  were  held  by  the 
Joint  Federal-State  Land  Use  Planning  Commission.  In  regards  to  (d)  (2)  withdrawals, 
it  is  noteworthy  that  the  Interior  Department  did  not  hold,  nor  apparently  do 
they  intend  to  hold,  any  hearings  of  their  own  regarding  this  certain-to-be  controver- 
sial proposal.  It  is  our  belief  that,  if  there  is  not  a legal  obligation,  there  is, 
at  least,  a moral  obligation  for  the  Secretary  to  hold  hearings  in  regards  to  this 
specific  proposal  at  several  locations  in  Alaska  and  at  such  other  locations  as 
the  Secretary  deems  desirable. 
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BIRCH  CREEK  NATIONAL  WILD  RIVER 


Specific  Common t s 


Paget;  2 & 3 


Page  5 

Page  15 

Page  16 

Page  18 
Page  25 


Page  25 
Page  39 
Page  45 


These  pages  list  several  objectives  for  which  the  subject  proposal 
would  be  managed.  With  the  exception  of  the  first  one,  the  impact 
statement  makes  no  attempt  to  demonstrate  that  implementation  of  the 
Proposal  is  reasonably  necessary  for  any  of  the  objectives.  In  fact, 
it  is  demonstrated  in  the  discussion  on  alternatives  that  all  but  the  first 
objective  could  probably  be  better  attained  without  the  Wild  River 
designation . 


(Paragraph  3)  The  authority  to  designate  zones  or  periods  when  hunting 
would  not  be  permitted  because  of  public. safety , administration,  or 
public  use  and  enjoyment  for  this  and  other  proposed  wild,  scenic,  or 
recreational  rivers  should  remain  the  prerogative  of  the  State  of  Alaska. 

(Paragraph  3)  Action  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  curtail  hunting 
for  any  reason  does  affect  State  jurisdiction  of  the  area. 

(Paragraph  2)  Why  is  nothing  known  about  historic  or  prehistoric 
features? 

(Paragraph  2)  Mining  claims  are  not  mentioned. 

(Paragraph  2)  The  statement  that  no  detailed  location,  engineering  or 
design  studies  have  been  made  for  a proposed  highway  between  Eagle 
and  Circle  is  not  entirely  correct.  During  the  1950's  and  possibly 
earlier,  the  Federal  Highways  Administration  undertook  reconnais- 
sance surveys  over  at  least  portions  of  the  route.  In  addition,  they 
retained  a consultant  to  make  location  recommendations  based  upon  air 
photo  interpretation  of  soils  within  the  corridor . 

(Paragraph  3)  The  areas  where  a light  aircraft  could  land  on  gravel 
bars  through  the  proposed  corridor  are  far  more  limited  than  stated. 

(Paragraph  2)  No  mention  is  made  here  of  the  oil  and  gas  lease 
referred  to  on  page  47  . 

The  Peregrine  Falcon  (including  its  latin  name)  are  significant.  Their 
rare  and  endangered  status,  however,  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
Alaskan  situation.  The  condition  affecting  their  reproductive  rate  is 
related  to  winter  range  conditions,  outside  Alaska.  Increased  traffic 
on  Birch  Creek  which  might  disturb  the  birds  would  be  promoted  by  the 
Proposal . 


Page  49 


Page  52 


Page  54 


Page  55 
Page  56 


Page  61 


Page  61 


(Paragraph  2)  The  authors  equate  "subsistence"  with  Native  people 
and  assume  other  races  do  not  pursue  subsistence  type  activities  and 
have  no  need  to  do  so.  This  assumption  is  incorrect,  although  sub- 
sistence pursuits  by  residents  in  the  area  are  limited. 

(Paragraph  2)  What  is  the  basis  for  this  estimate?  "Visitor  day"  should 
be  defined.  How  are  usage  figures  derived? 

(Paragraph  3)  The  State  does  not  at  this  time  pi’opose  year  round 
maintenance  of  the  Steese  Highway.  Rather,  we  take  the  position 
that,  depending  on  legislative  appropriations  level,  we  stand  ready 
to  perform  winter  maintenance  on  the  Steese  Highway  at  such  time  as 
there  is  a justifiable  demand  for  such  maintenance. 

(Paragraph  3)  What  is  the  basis  for  this  estimate? 

The  table  on  this  page  lists  the  types  of  present  usage  and  proposed 
carrying  capacities  of  the  various  recreational  uses,  including  hunt- 
ing. The  proposal  implies  that  once  the  specified  carrying  capacity 
of  the  river  is  reached,  it  is  probable  that  a permit  system  will 
likely  be  adopted  to  restrict  usage  and  thus  preserve  the  character 
of  the  wild  river.  In  view  of  a specific  carrying  capacity  which 
includes  a certain  proportion  of  hunters,  the  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  sees  no  reason  for  the  Secretary  of  Interior  to  impose  further 
limitations  upon  hunting  activities.  We  note  the  statement  of  page  60 
that  no  such  action  by  the  Secretary  of  Interior  is  planned  in  the 
Birch  Creek  area.  However,  the  issue  is  that  the  State  already  has 
a proven  mechanism  to  regulate  sportsmen. 

(Paragraph  3)  The  assumption  that  placer  operation  on  the  tributaries 
of  Birch  Creek  would  not  be  affected  by  the  proposal  seems  to  dis- 
regard the  importance  of  water  rights,  access,  and  valid  existing 
rights  related  to  minerals . A conflict  of  interest  seems  certain  if 
all  of  the  restrictive  provisions  mentioned  in  the  proposal  are  imposed. 
The  minimal  impact  conclusion  is  made  without  full  research  or  under- 
standing of  the  conditions  and  processes. 

This  comment  also  applies  to  the  assumption  (page  64)  that  impact 
on  prospective  ownership  would  be  slight. 

(Paragraph  5)  Past  actions,  many  of  them  in  territorial  days  have 
given  the  State  of  Alaska  title  to  the  right-of-way  of  a number  of 
surface  transportation  routes  which  lie  within  or  cross  the  Wild 
River  Corridor.  Also  past  actions  of  State  and  Territorial  Legisla- 
tures have  granted  to  Alaska  a right-of-way  on  nearly  all  of  the 
protracted  section  lines  v/hich  lie  within  the  proposal  area.  These 
rights-of-way  cannot  be  extinguished  by  the  Federal  Government 
by  virtue  of  administrative  or  legislative  action.  Accordingly,  these 
rights-of-way  will  continue  to  exist  in  the  event  this  proposal  is 
implemented.  In  addition  the  election  to  use  these  rights-of-way 
would  be  at  the  sole  descretion  of  the  State  of  Alaska.  Any  Wild 
River  proposal  must  recognize  these  long  standing  rights  of  the 
State . 
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Pago  62 


Page  67 


Page  69 


Page  70 


(Paragraph  2)  The  discussion  regarding  the  conflict  of  the  Wild  River 
proposal  and  the  proposed  highway  crossing  southeast  of  Circle  Hot 
Springs  fails  to  meet  NEPA  requirements  for  environmental  impact 
statements . If  the  State  is  forced  to  relocate  the  highway  crossing 
downstream  from  the  proposal  there  will  be  additional  capital  outlay, 
possible  environmental  degradation  due  to  highway  location  on  infer- 
ior soils,  and  a likelihood  of  highway  location  in  an  area  of  greater 
sensitivity  as  waterfowl  habitat.  The  BOR  must  take  a greater  look 
at  this  adverse  impact  in  light  of  the  fact  that  the  lower  portion  of 
Birch  Creek  where  the  proposed  crossing  is  located  is  easily  the 
least  spectacular  portion  of  their  study  area.  In  other  words,  they 
must  be  called  upon  to  fully  substantiate  their  conclusion  that  imple- 
mentation of  this  wild  river  proposal  would  have  a "moderate" 
impact  upon  future  transportation  in  the  area. 


Considering  the  impact  on  water  quality  minor  after  listing  the  impacts  I ^ g 
of  increased  visitor  use  and  traffic  seems  to  stretch  logic. 


(Paragraph  5)  Here  the  statement  indicates  that  commercial  grade 
timber  is  known  to  cover  some  80  square  miles  of  the  proposal  area. 
No  data  is  available  regarding  harvest  potential.  This  classification 
will  essentially  restrict  all  timber  harvest  in  the  area. 


7 9 


(Paragraph  4)  The  good  grayling  fishing  experienced  in  the  lower 
reaches  of  Birch  Creek  is  likely  the  result  of  low  fishing  pressure. 


Page  71 


Page  76 


Page  80 


(Paragraph  1)  The  statement,  that  no  water  rights  have  been  granted, 
either  ignores  or  conflicts  with  the 'statement  concerning  upstream 
water  rights.  These  can  have  a definite  effect  on  the  proposal  segment, 
especialty  if  subsequent  E.P.A.  enforcement  requires  diverting  the 
flow  for  continuing  use  of  the  water. 


3 0 


(Paragraph  5)  The  report  is  limited  in  its  reference  to  the  archaeolog- 
ical potential  of  the  area.  The  age  potential  of  cultural  evidence 
could  be  as  early  as  7,000  years  and  we  also  observe  that  there  is 
a need  for  paleontological  work  in  the  late  tertiary  and  pleistocene 
deposits.  We  believe  that  the  mitigating  measure  number  8 on  page 
76  referring  to  identification  "through  survey  and  appropriate  pro- 
tections" is  not  adequate  to  express  the  responsibility  for  a survey 
in  this  area.  As  a general  rule  we  ought  to  propose  surveys  in 
advance  of  any  development,  or  designations  referring  to  cultural 
values . 


(Paragraph  4)  It  is  stated  as  potential  for  the  river  corridor's  min- 
eral and  timber  resources  being  considered  minimal,  there  are  no 
known  short-  or  long-term  effects  on  these  resources.  Although 
the  area  was  prospected  in  the  early  part  of  this  century,  it  certainly 
cannot  be  concluded  that  the  area  has  undergone  a thorough  mineral 
examination.  The  early  exploration  was  primarily  for  native  gold 
and  the  methods  used  were  far  from  sophisticated.  This  portion 
of  the  impact  statement  should  be  rewritten  to  reflect  the  fact  that 
implementation  of  the  proposal  may  result  in  the  loss  of  an  unknown 
amount  of  mineral  production  to  the  State  and  Federal  economies. 
Moreover,  they  should  justify  their  reasons  for  not  undertaking  a 
thorough  mineral  investigation  before  implementing  the  proposal. 
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Page  82  & 
Page  83 


Page  88 


These  pages  purport  to  discuss  a "no-action"  alternative.  They 
demonstrate  that  under  this  alternative  those  desirable  character- 
istics which  make  Birch  Creek  a candidate  for  the  Wild  River  System 
could  be  protected  under  multiple-use  management  by  the  BLM . 

Yet  they  conclude  with  the  following  statement: 

"Overall  impacts  resulting  from  the  alternative  of  no  action 
are  considered  major  to  the  extent  that  the  existing  primi- 
tive environment  of  Birch  Creek  might  not  be  preserved 
unimpaired  for  future  use  and  enjoyment." 

Such  a conclusion  in  light  of  their  preceding  discussion  is  indicative 
of  an  advocacy  position  which  has  no  place  in  an  environmental  impact 
statement.  As  the  BOR  has  been  unable  to  develop  any  rational 
support  for  their  proposal  it  must  be  assumed  that  this  is  a wilderness 
proposal  for  wilderness's  sake  alone.  Certainly  so  drastic  a classi- 
fication action  cannot  be  reasonably  justified  on  the  premise  that 
at  some  future  time  the  existing  primitive  environment  might  not  be 
preserved. 

(Paragraph  3)  The  alternative  to  include  the  area  as  part  of  the  National 
Wilderness  Preservation  System  is  rejected  in  the  proposal  because 
of  the  attenuated  shape  of  the  proposed  wild  river  lands  and  because 
"planned  recreational  use  of  snow  machines  make  it  doubtful  that 
the  area  meets  the  criteria  for  designation  as  wilderness."  An  alter- 
native course  of  action  should  not  be  negated  by  utilizing  the  planned 
action  of  the  original  proposal. 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
STATE  OF  ALASKA 


1.  See  the  response  to  Forest  Service  Ccrrment  No.  1. 


2&32.  In  making  d-2  land  withdrawals  and  the  reccmnendations  to 

the  Congress  for  management  of  these  lands,  a basic  dilenma 
was  faced  which  is  implicit  in  a decision  involving 
mineralogically  unexplored  lands  such  as  those  in  Alaska. 

This  dilemma  was  the  choice  between  possible  values  of 
developable,  nonrenewable  resources  such  as  minerals,  and  the 
resource  values  inherent  in  natural  and  ecological  systems. 

In  developing  the  final  recommendations  to  Congress,  the  need 
to  leave  mineral  resources  available  for  development  was  given 
careful  consideration.  First,  seme  of  the  Systems  herein 
advanced  by  the  proposals  contain  the  authority  for  and  the 
objective  of  mineral  development.  It  also  should  be  noted  that 
the  selections  made  by  the  State  of  Alaska  and  the  priorities 
provided  the  Native  Claims  under  ANCSA  already  have  excluded 
vast  areas  of  mineral  potential  from  "Pour  System"  considera- 
tions. In  many  cases,  boundaries  of  proposals  were  redrawn 
to  place  mineral  belts  of  prime  potential  outside  proposals 
with  restrictive  management  categories.  In  other  cases, 
management  options  were  left  open  to  mining  where  identified 
mineral  potential  was  sufficient  to  warrant  such  action,  and 
where  mineral  extraction  would  not  prove  overly  damaging  to  the 
environment.  However,  in  order  to  comply  with  the  intent  of 
section  17  (d)  (2)  of  the  Act  and  in  order  to  afford  adequate 
protection  of  these  outstanding  areas,  same  areas  which  do  have 
possible  mineral  potential  were  recommended  for  protective 
management  that  would  exclude  mining  and  mineral  entry.  These 
proposals  reflect  a need,  set  forth  in  ANCSA  as  a Congressional 
mandate,  to  preserve  certain  outstanding  natural  and  ecological 
areas  of  national  interest  apart  from  mineral  development. 

3&9.  The  value  of  public  input  and  consultation  with  local  residents 
and  others  in  planning  the  new  proposals  is  recognized.  Seme 
contacts  were  made  with  local  representatives  and  organizations 
during  the  limited  study  period  designated  by  Congress.  The 
contacts,  however,  were  solely  to  obtain  information  and,  in  a 
few  cases,  to  seek  reaction  to  possible  alternatives  for  use  of 
the  land  involved  in  the  absence  of  any  specific  proposal. 

Since  final  decisions  were  not  made  within  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  concerning  the  specific  Park,  Wildlife  Refuge,  and 
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4. 


5&19. 


Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  proposals  until  November  1973,  there 
was  no  way  to  go  to  the  public  for  carment  on  the  proposals 
until  the  draft  environmental  inpact  statements  and  plans 
were  released  in  December.  The  Department  of  Agriculture's 
Forest  Service,  which  was  involved  in  studying  possible 
additional  National  Forests,  did  present  specific  proposals 
to  the  public  in  a series  of  meetings  that  took  place  in  the 
areas  of  concern. 

Information  gathered  during  the  studies  has  been  augmented  with 
comments  from  the  transcripts  of  the  Joint  Federal-State  Land 
Use  Planning  Commission  public  hearings  on  use  of  the  17  (d)  (2) 
withdrawal  lands.  The  Federal  agencies  also  had  representatives 
at  the  public  hearings  to  identify  and  take  note  of  special 
problems  requiring  consideration.  Comments  received  as  a result 
of  the  public  review  of  the  draft  environmental  impact  statements 
have  also  been  considered  in  the  development  of  the  final 
environmental  impact  statements.  In  addition,  the  general  public 
will  be  afforded  an  opportunity  to  present  their  views  on  the 
proposals  at  Congressional  hearings  which  will  undoubtedly  be 
held  on  all  proposals.  Congress  will  make  the  final  decision 
in  all  cases. 

These  statements  were  developed  in  accordance  with  NEPA  require- 
ments and  CEQ  Guidelines  and  in  our  opinion  constitute  a good 
faith  effort  to  consider  and  display  all  relevant  and  important 
impacts,  even  on  alternatives  that  were  occasionally  more 
environmentally  advantageous  than  seme  proposals.  Items 
identified  in  review  have  been  substantially  changed  to  remove 
any  significant  justificatory  tone.  We  do  not  consider  these 
statements  to  be  proposal  justifications,  but  to  be  our  best 
effort  with  limited  information  and  time  to  present  the  possible 
environmental  impacts  that  could  reasonably  be  expected  to 
result  from  the  proposed  changes  in  land  status  and  management. 

The  text  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the  policy  that,  except  as 
may  be  otherwise  prohibited  by  Federal  or  State  law,  existing 
traditional  subsistence  uses  of  renewable  resources  will  be 
permitted  until  it  is  determined  by  the  Secretary  that  utilization 
of  these  resources  is  neither  economically  nor  physically 
necessary  to  maintain  human  life  and  necessary  to  provide 
opportunities  for  the  survival  of  Alaskan  cultures  centering  on 
subsistence  as  a way  of  life. 

If  it  is  demonstrated  that  continued  subsistence  uses  may  result 
in  a progressive  reduction  of  animal  or  plant  resources  which 
could  lead  to  long-range  alterations  of  ecosystems,  the  managing 
agency,  following  consultation  with  the  Alaska  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game,  ccoiMnities , and  affected  individuals,  shall  have 
the  authority  to  restrict  subsistence  activities  in  part  or  all 
of  the  proposal  area. 
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6. 


A general  rap  showing  the  physical  relationship  of  all  proposals 
prepared  for  the  final  statements. 

7.  It  is  agreed  that  the  current  circumstances  of  aviation  activity 
is  compatible  to  Wild  River  classification.  However,  with  the 
anticipated  increase  in  recreation  use,  the  managing  agency  has 
a responsibility  to  provide  regulations  that  insure  the  safety 
of  the  river  user,  including  those  who  use  aircraft  as  a means 
of  access  to  the  proposed  river. 

Landing  of  ski -equipped  aircraft  on  areas  lacking  sufficient 
snow  depth  could  cause  compaction  and  soil  disturbance. 

8.  The  areas  are  being  proposed  for  designation  now  under  the 
provisions  of  ANCSA  which  directs  the  Secretary  to  withdraw 
lands  for  various  purposes  within  a specific  time  frame.  This 
does  not  permit  him  to  put  off  such  designation  until  a threat 
exists  at  which  time  action  ray  well  be  too  little  too  late. 

9.  See  the  response  to  Carment  No.  3 above. 

10.  We  believe  that  Wild  River  designation  is  meaningful  to  the 
attainment  of  the  management  objectives  and  that  the  EIS  reflects 
that  position. 

11.  Section  13(a)  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  gives  the 
Secretary  this  authority  in  designated  river  areas  after 
consultation  with  the  State  wildlife  agency. 

12.  The  language  in  the  text  reflects  the  language  in  13(a)  of  the 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act,  P.L.  90-542,  which  expresses  the 
intent  of  Congress  that  designation  shall  not  affect  the  State's 
jurisdiction  over  fish  and  wildlife  resources  except  as  the 
Secretary  finds  necessary  in  the  interest  of  public  safety, 
administration,  public  use  and  enjoyment.  The  report  (seventeenth 
paragraph  of  Section  I,  Administration  - Management)  reflects 
this  and  indicates  no  such  action  is  expected  to  be  necessary  in 
the  Birch  Creek  area. 

13.  This  paragraph  indicates  the  need  for  a full  evaluation  of 
historic  and  prehistoric  sites  and  nomination  of  those  qualifying 
to  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Sites  and  Places.  An 
indication  of  our  knowledge  of  sites  is  shown  in  the  division  on 
History  and  Archeology. 

14.  Mining  claims  are  discussed  in  Section  II,  Land  Ownership  and 
Land  Use. 

15.  The  impact  statement  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the  location 
and  design  study  investigated  by  a private  consulting  firm. 
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16.  Language  in  text  qualified  to  indicate  limited  sites. 

17.  Text  revised  to  reflect  existence  and  location  of  oil  and  gas 
lease  of  approximately  640  acres. 

18.  Language  clarified  to  identify  status  of  the  peregrine  falcon 
and  to  alphas ize  the  need  to  protect  and  restrict  use  in 
nesting  areas. 

19.  See  the  response  to  Comment  No.  5 above. 

20.  The  estimate  is  based  on  available  data  plus  discussions  with 
knowledgeable  persons  and  organizations.  A visitor  day  is 

12  visitor  hours,  which  may  be  aggregated  continuously, 
intermittently,  or  simultaneously  by  one  or  more  persons.  A 
visitor  hour  is  the  presence  of  one  or  more  persons  on  lands 
or  waters,  generally  recognized  as  providing  outdoor  recreation, 
for  continuous,  intermittent,  or  simultaneous  periods  of  time 
aggregating  60  minutes. 

21.  Language  in  text  has  been  revised  to  reflect  that  winter 
maintenance  of  the  Steese  Highway  will  be  performed  when  a 
justifiable  demand  is  identified. 

22.  Based  upon  observation,  study  of  available  data  and  discussions 
with  knowledgeable  individuals  and  organizations,  we  have 
estimated  the  10,700  visitor-day  annual  carrying  capacity.  We 
recognize  the  amount  of  judgment  involved  and  provide  that  the 
managing  agency  establish  final  use  levels  based  upon  more 
detailed  study  of  the  impact  of  actual  use  on  the  area. 

23.  As  indicated,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  planned  no  such 
action  of  limiting  hunting  activity  in  the  Birch  Creek  area. 
However,  if  hunting  level  increases  to  a point  where  conflict 
of  use  occurs  and  public  safety  becomes  a factor,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  would  be  remiss  if  adequate  controls  were  not 
implemented. 

24.  We  feel  the  statement  that  mining  activities  on  tributaries  outside 
the  proposal  would  not  be  affected  by  the  proposal  is  valid.  The 
discharge  of  mining  wastes  into  the  proposal  area  should  be 
regulated  by  the  State's  approved  water  quality  standards 
regardless  of  whether  or  not  the  proposal  is  adopted. 

25.  Since  the  proposal  is  closed  to  further  entry, the  statement 
regarding  prospective  private  ownership  has  been  deleted. 

26.  The  text  (Section  II,  Transportation)  has  been  revised  to  recognize 
State's  title  to  certain  rights-of-way  on  protracted  lines.  Each 
of  these  will  be  dealt  with  on  an  individual  basis,  considering 
the  circumstances  of  each  particular  case. 
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27.  See  the  response  to  Federal  Highway  administration ' s Garments 
No's  4 and  5. 

28.  The  text  (Section  I,  Administration  - Management)  identifies 
several  activities  such  as  off-road  vehicle  use  and  aircraft 
landings  which  will  have  to  be  strictly  regulated  to  preserve 
the  environment.  This  regulation,  together  with  the  fact  that 
we  are  talking  about  10,600  visitor  days  of  use  annually, 
spread  over  200,000  acres,  leads  us  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
impact  will  be  minor. 

29.  Section  II,  Timber,  and  Section  III,  Impact  on  Timber,  have  been 
revised  to  emphasize  that  the  timber  occurs  in  stringers  and 
isolated  stands  along  the  river  and  remove  any  inference  that 
there  is  a solid  80-square-mile  block  of  commercial  timber. 

30.  The  referenced  statement  is  that  no  water  rights  have  been 
withdrawn  within  the  area.  The  fourth  paragraph  of  this  section 
recognizes  the  upstream  withdrawal  applications  and  the  need  to 
fully  evaluate  them  when  possible. 

31.  Section  I,  Administration  - Management,  and  Section  IV,  Mitigating 
Measures  to  the  Proposed  Action,  have  been  revised  to  emphasize 
the  need  for  full-scale  archeological  and  historic  investigation 
to  identify,  preserve,  and  interpret  cultural  values  in  the  area. 

32.  See  the  response  to  Carrment  No.  2 above. 

33.  This  alternative  has  been  revised  to  more  adequately  reflect  the 
range  of  options  open  to  the  Secretary.  These  could  provide  for 
the  opening  of  the  land  to  all  forms  of  use  and  entry  now 
permitted  on  public  domain;  thus,  our  conclusion  that  the 
environment  of  Birch  Creek  might  not  be  preserved  under  this 
alternative. 

34.  The  discussion  of  narrow,  linear  character  of  the  area  has  been 
deleted  from  the  text. 
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FAIRBANKS  NdRTH^TAfTBO ROUGH 


Bo 


o99707 


January  21,  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem,  Chairman 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Dear  Mr . Swem : 

In  response  to  your  letter  of  December  28,  1973,  regarding  the  Draft 
Environmental  Statement  (ANCSA)  of  1971  (35  Stat.  688)  d-2  lands  proposed 
by  the  Secretary  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  National 
Park,  National  Forest,  or  Scenic  River  System;  our  comments  are: 

The  listed  parks,  monuments,  refuges,  forests  and  ranges  all 
merit  a high  level  of  protection;  while  bearing  in  mind  the  fact 
that  certain  transportation  corridors  are  essential  to  the  unity 
and  economy  of  the  state,  as  designated  in  the  various  inputs  to 
the  Joint  Federal-State  Land  Use  Planning  Commission. 

The  specific  area  proposals  list  unavoidable  adverse  effects, 
including  bans  on  mining  and  costly  relocation  of  right-of- 
way  corridors.  These  should  be  qualified  in  the  context  of 
state-wide  effect  and  compared  with  benefits.  Where  the  cost- 
benefit  analysis  of  restrictive  measures  appears  to  be  negative, 
solutions  should  be  sought  for  achieving  compatibility  between 
nature  and  a reasonable  level  of  commerce. 


Very  truly  yours, 


Borough  Mayor 


TAG: JAC:nic 


cc:  Planning  and  Zoning 
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March  15,  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem,  Chairman 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

RE:  Your  letter  dated  December  28,  1973 

Environmental  Impact  Statements  17  (D)  (2)  Lands 

Dear  Mr . Swem : 

My  office  has  reviewed  the  possibilities  of  the  proposal  by  the  Secretary  of 
Interior  of  the  land  withdrawals  to  be  included  in  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge, 
National  Park,  National  Forest,  or  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  Systems.  The 
withdrawals  that  would  be  of  interest  to  Fairbanks  and  Interior  Alaska  in  our 
2Stiraation  would  be  those  designated  as  numbers  73-91,  73-92,  73-102,  73-107, 
73-108,  and  73-109.  The  following  comments  pertain  to  those  specific  withdrawals. 

Such  withdrawals  put  unrealistic  restrictions  on  mineral  development,  whict:  is 
not  only  of  concern  to  Alaska  but  to  the  United  States  as  a whole,  as  specified 
in  the  Mineral  Industry  Research  Laboratory  Special  Paper  No.  1,  published  by 
the  University  of  Alaska  in  August  1972.  To  lock  up  the  mineral  potential,  which 
has  national  and  international  implications  at  this  time,  would  be  short-sighted 
and  increase  our  dependency  on  foreign  sources  of  some  minerals  that  have  been 
indicated  as  plentiful  in  our  state.  New  guidelines  concerning  mining  and  the 
impact  on  the  land  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  may  lead  to  mining  prac- 
tices being  more  acceptable  to  the  general  public.  The  Fox  area  (approximately 
eleven  miles  north  of  Fairbanks)  represents  the  recovery  potential  that  nature  has 
in  repairing  damages  and  actually  leaving  the  mined  area  in  a more  usable  condi- 
tion than  it  was  before  dredging. 

Tourism  is  big  business  in  Alaska,  and  while  some  of  the  proposals  recognize  the 
importance  of  this  part  of  our  economy,  others  (such  as  the  wild  and  scenic  river 
aspects  of  Birch  Creek  and  Beaver  Creek)  certainly  restrict  to  a special  few 
people  the  areas  of  scenic  beauty.  To  the  elderly  or  the  handicapped,  enjoyment 
of  a canoe  trip  down  a scenic  river  is  beyond  their  capabilities.  Restrictions 
of  roads  and  trails  in  these  areas  are  a concession  to  the  able-bodied  minority. 

In  the  Yukon  Charley  National  Rivers  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  a section  was 
included  showing  the  answers  to  various  questions  by  the  local  people.  In  general, 
these  showed  a preference  for  normal,  natural  development  and  satisfaction  with 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  authority,  as  well  as  a gradual  opening  up  of  the  area 
by  roads  as  the  population  indicated  the  necessity.  Year-round  maintenance  of  the 
Steese  Highway  to  Circle  was  considered  long  past  due. 
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•At  the  Farm  -Forum  (Friday,  March  l,  197^)  at  the  James  T.  Hutchison  Development 
Center,  the  Yukon  Flats  agricultural  potential  was  pinpointed  as  one  of  the 
important  areas  of  the  state;  having  possibilities  not  assessed  in  the  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statements.  Also,  the  present  duplication  of  interests  in  this 
area  indicates  that  agriculture  will  be  far  down  the  line  in  priorities  unless 
immediate  action  is  taken.  A major  question  is,  "What  will  the  effect  be  in 
changing  from  the  nomadic  Alaskan. native  existence  to  their  living  in  a confined 
or  defined  area  under  the  Native  Allotments?"  Is  it  reasonable  to  believe  that 
they  find  their  situation  very  similar  to  the  change  from  pastoral  living  to 
community  agriculture  which  occurred  in  primitive  societies  in  the  Old  World? 

If  being  big  farmers  is  necessary  to  success  in  this  day  and  age,  surely  the 
native  corporations  are  in  a position  to  do  things  in  a "big"  way. 

This  brings  me  to  a place  convenient  to  closing  the  remarks  on  these  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statements  by  saying  that  there  is  no  indication  that  the  "social 
aspect"  or  the  "human  factor"  was  taken  into  consideration  in  their  formulation. 


Very  truly  yours, 

//JOHN  A.  CARLSON 
Borough  Mayor 


JACmic 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
FAIRBANKS  NORTH  STAR  BOROUGH 


1.  See  the  response  to  State  of  Alaska  Corment  No.  2. 

2.  There  is  no  intent  in  the  proposal  to  prohibit  any  individual 
or  group  from  visiting  the  area.  It  must  be  recognized  that 
rivers  are  classified  to  reflect  and  retain  their  relatively 
primitive  nature.  The  present  primitive  nature  of  the  area 
would  tend  to  limit  visitation  with  or  without  designation. 
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P.O.  BOX  237 

DILLINGHAM,  ALASKA  99576 
PHONE  (907)  842-3070 


February  14,  1974 


SUBJECT:  Comments  on  the  Draft 

Environmental  Statements 

Mr.  Theodore  Rv  -Swem,  Chairman 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

Under  Section  17  (d)(2)  of  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act,  of  December 
18,  1971,  (P.L.  92-203)  the  Secretary  is  authorized  under  existing  law  to 
withdraw  up  to,  but  not  to  exceed,  80  million  acres  of  unreserved  public 
lands.  Provided , that  such  withdrawals  shall  not  affect  the  authority  of 
the  State,  and  the  regional  and  village  corporations  to  make  selections  and 
obtain  patents  within  the  areas  withdrawn  pursuant  to  Section  11. 

Under  Section  17  (d)(1)  of  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act,  P.L.O.  // 

4582,  34  Federal  Register,  as  amended,  is  revoked.  All  unreserved  public 
lands  in  Alaska  are  withdrawn  for  a period  of  90  days  from  all  forms  of 
appropriation  under  the  public  land  laws.  During  this  90  day  period,  the 
Secretary  is  afforded  the  opportunity  to  review  the  public  lands  to  deter- 
mine whether  any  portion  of  these  lands  should  be  withdrawn  under  authority 
provided  for  in  existing  law  to  insure  that  the  public  interest  in  these 
lands  is  properly  protected.  Any  further  withdrawal  shall  require  an  af- 
firmative act  by  the  Secretary  under  his  existing  authority. 

Since  the  Secretary  did  not  take  an  affirmative  act,  within  the  90  day  per- 
iod after  the  enactment  of  the  Act  for  including  17  (d)(1)  lands  in  one  of 
the  four  (4)  National  Systems,  he  allowed  his  authority  to  lapse.  The  limits 
of  the  authority,  under  which  the  Secretary  must  act,  are  clearly  defined  in 
P.L.  92-203.  Ignorance  of  the  law  is  no  excuse. 

RECOMMENDATION  #1 

Therefore,  any  17  (d) (1)  lands  which  are  proposed  for  classification  into 
one  of  the  four  (4)  National  Systems  within  the  proposed  environmental  im- 
pact statements  must  be  excluded  because  these  actions  occurred  after  the 
90  day  period. 

In  addition,  many  of  the  proposed  environmental  statements  propose  that  the 
lands  not  selected  by  a village  corporation  within  its'  withdrawal  area  be 
included  within  the  area  proposed  for  one  of  the  four  (4)  National  Systems. 
This  statement  is  diametrically  opposed  to  the  provision  under  Section  17 
(d)(2)  which  states  that  such  withdrawals  (17  [d]  [2])  shall  not  effect  the 
authority  of  the  State,  and  the  regional  and  village  corporations  to  make 
selections  and  cotain  patents  within  the  areas  withdrawn  pursuant  to  Section 
11. 
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RECOMMENDATION  #2 


Therefore  it  is  our  position  that  the  State,  and  the  regional  and  village 
corporations  must  obtain  their  full  land  entitlements  before  any  of  the 
Section  11  withdrawn  lands  can  be  included  in  the  areas  designated  for  in- 
clusion to  one  of  the  four  (4)  National  Systems. 

SUBSISTENCE 


Although  provisions  are  made  to  allow  subsistence  hunting  within  the  areas 
proposed  for  four  (4)  system  designation  as  long  as  they  are  necessary  and 
within  the  limits  of  the  resource,  there  is  no  guarantee  that  subsistence 
will  be  allowed  in  the  future  though  a greater  dependence  on  these  resources 
may  be  necessary  due  to  the  predicted  failure  of  the  salmon  resources  upon 
which  our  economics  depend,  the  astronomic  rising  cost  of  the  necessities 
of  life,  food  shortages  which  are  beginning  to  plague  this  nation  of  ours, 
and  any  other  natural  or  man  made  catastrophe  which  may  hinder  the  deliveries 
of  food  and  fuel  supplies. 


RECOMMENDATION  #3 

Therefore  it  is  our  recommendation  that  subsistence  hunting,  trapping  and 
fishing  in  all  areas  designated  for  inclusion  to  the  four  (4)  National  Sys- 
tems be  guaranteed  for  the  residents  of  rural  Alaska. 

TRANSPORTATION 


The  issue  of  Native  trails  and  their  existence  were  not  addressed  in  the 
Draft  Environmental  Statement.  In  the  Bristol  Bay  Region,  many  Native 
trails,  which  cross  national  interest  lands,  exist  between  Platinum-Goodnews , 
and  the  Togiak-Twin  Hills  villages,  between  Manokotak  and  the  Togiak-Twin 
Hills  villages,  between  Dillingham  and  the  villages  on  the  Nushagak  River, 
Levelock  and  Igiugig,  Igiugig  and  other  villages  on  the  shores  of  Lake 
Iliamna,  Nondalton  along  the  Lake  Clark  shores  to  the  old  village  site  on 
Lake  Telaquana.  These  trails  have  been  in  use  for  years  and  years  and  will 
continue  to  be  used  in  the  future. 

RECOMMENDATION  :'/4 

That  Native  trails  be  recognized  and  easements  be  established  to  protect 
there  future  use  for  providing  access  between  villages. 

MINERAL  DEVELOPMENT 


Although  we  believe  that  some  guidelines  must  be  instituted  on  the  extraction 
on  minerals  to  protect  the  renewable  resources  within  an  area,  these  guidelines 
may  be  so  difficult  to  meet  and  render  the  extraction  of  minerals  unfeasible. 

RECOMMENDATION  // 3 

In  recognition  that  the  Togiak  area  has  potential  for  platinum  and  other 
valuable  minerals  due  to  its'  proximity  to  the  only  platinum  producing  mine 
in  the  United  States,  prospecting  and  mining  should  be  continued  until  such 
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RECOMMENDATION  #5  (continued) 


time  that  is  is  proven  beyond  a shadow  of  a doubt  that  this  activity  is 
detrimental  to  the  existing  wildlife  within  the  areas  designated  for  in- 
clusion to  one  of  the  four  (4)  National  Systems. 


In  summary,  we  recommend  that  additional  time  be  granted  so  that  more  pre- 
cise testimony  can  be  obtained  from  the  village  corporations  in  our  region 
and  other  interested  organizations.  As  you  are  well  aware,  these  draft 
environmental  statements  have  arrived  at  a busy  moment  while  we  are  pre- 
paring for  our  annual  meeting,  in  the  process  of  assisting  villages  with 
land  selections  and  resource  inventory,  and  other  important  activities 
such  as  stockholder  identification  and  the  10%  distribution  as  required 
by  the  Act^.  A 90  day  extension  to  the  February  20  and  March  20  deadline 
are  certainly  in  order. 

Thank  you  for  giving  us  this  hurried  opportunity  to  submit  our  comments 
on  these  important  matters  and  please  consider  our  request  for  additional 
time,  for  as  caretakers  of  Alaska  from  time  immerorial  to  the  18th  century 
our  track  record  in  conservation  cannot  be  faulted.  Therefore  you  need 
the  additional  time  so  we  can  impart  our  knowledge  in  conservation  to  you. 

Sincerely, 


BRISTOL  BAY  NATIVE  CORPORATION 

/ 'I' 

/ 
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/ 
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"A* 

Harold  H.  Samuelsen 
President 


HHS : Is 
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RESPONSE  TO  CONVENTS  BY 
BRISTOL  BAY  NATIVE  CORPORATION 


1.  Section  I,  Management  - Administration , provides  for  a 

detailed  management  plan  to  be  prepared  within  2 years  after 
authorization.  The  statement  recognizes  that  this  plan  will 
involve  "...  full  cooperation  and  active  participation  of 
other  local  and  Native  groups  and  existing  and  potential 
users . " 
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Ralph  A.  Johnson 
President 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 


John  Colberg,  Jr. 

Chairmaa  ol  the  Board 


Refer:  713 


Re:  Environmental  Impact  Statements 

Cook  Inlet  Region,  Inc.  would  like  to  comment  on  the  draft  environ- 
mental impact  statements  in  general,  and  the  Lake  Clark  National 
Park  proposal  in  particular. 

Although  the  statements  represent  considerable  work  (and  certainly 
an  impressive  volume)  they  also  seem  to  be  full  of  factual  errors 
and  incomplete  data. 

Regarding  the  Lake  Clark  proposal,  we  feel  that  it  is  improper  to 
consider  this  proposal  until  acceptable  deficiency  withdrawals 
without  (d) (2)  override  in  the  Lake  Clark  area  have  been  made  for 
Native  selections. 


Sincerely, 

COOK  INLET  REGION,  INC. 


/ 


^arry  My  Oskolko 


/. 

...  i — ~ 


/ 


Larry  My  Oskolkof f 
Land  Manager 
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11  Regions 
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2636  SPENARD  ROAD  • ANCHORAGE,  ALASKA  99503  • PHONE  274-8638 


172 


fMSjs/Sf.  s/SSS 


{■<:A’-f/-e 


K^fzcidtr-nsCd-,  St&zdjhz' 


June  12,  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Depar tment  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr . Swem : 


Environmental  Impact  Statements 


Doyon , Limited  has  reviewed  in  some  depth  all  of  the 
draft  environmental  impact  statements  relating  to  the  so- 
called  (d)  (2)  "Four  Systems"  land  withdrawals  in  our 
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dy  and  analysis  by  the  prospective  managers.  Certain' 
r-all  goals  and  objectives  cannot  be  criticized; 
ort unate ly , however,  the  proposed  methods  of  de tar- 
ing and  implementing  what  is  "good"  for  Alaska  (and 
nation)  ranges  from  the  ludicrous  to  the  sublime, 
ceptually  we  can  support  a number  of  the  proposals 
would  strongly  object  to  the  enactment  of  others. 

it  this  time  would  tend  to  dilute  our 

m of  the  statements  as  they  now  exist. 
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11  Four 


Wo  have  pending  the  result  of  an  S3  million 
grab.  Intentionally  or  otherwise , each  of  the 
Systems"  was  encouraged  to  compete  for  and  justify,  in  any 
way  they  could,  why  tney  should  be  allowed  to  manage  a 
given  area.  Bureaucratic  objectivity  is  questionable 
regardless  of  the  stated  goals  and  objectives.  Assuming 
the  areas  are  to  be  administered  as  proposed,  over  200 
million  acres  of  the  nation's  most  valued  lands,  as  well 
as  a hi g * percentage  of  Alaska's  Coastal  areas,  will  be 
withdrawn  and  placed  under  varying  restriction5: , of  which 
the  total  effect  has  not  yet  been  considered.  \.v.>  view  the 
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as  a whole.  The  combined  impact  of  the  proposals  is  a 
necessity  not  to  be  overlooked. 


7vt  this  stage,  Doyon , Limited  can  endorse  only  the 
need  for  an  overall  rational  and  coherent  land  use  plan 
which  will  preserve  and  protect  without  frustrating 
reasonable  development  expectations.  Please  let  the 
record  indicate  that  we  are  using  this  letter  as  a 
vehicle  to  indicate  that  we  feel  another  step  should  be 
incorporated  prior  to  Congressional  action  on  the 
proposals.  There  is  now  a need  for  another  environmental 
impact  statement,  one  that  will  encompass  all  twenty- 
eight  proposals  and  their  effect  upon  the  state  and  the 
nation  as  a whole. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  respond. 


Sincerely  yours 


Executive  Director 


SK/mrn 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
DOYON,  LIMITED 


1.  The  need  to  consider  cumulative  impacts  is  recognized  and 
discussed  in  response  No.  1 to  the  carmen ts  from  the 
Forest  Service. 
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June  11,  197^ 


Dear  Mr.  Swem, 

On  reading  the  sections  on  Administration  and  Management 
of  the  following  proposals:  Yukon  Flats,  Birch  Creek,  Porcupine, 
and  Beaver  Creek.  We  feel  that  the  parts  dealing  with  Native 
input  on  managing  and  protecting  these  areas  have  been  in- 
adequately dealt  with.  We  realize  that  these  are  only  pro- 
posals but  we  to  have  our  comments  heard  on  the  sections  dealing 
with  Management  and  Administration.  Although  we  have  been 
intimately  involved  in  our  village  land  section  the  future  of 
the  surrounding  areas  is  as  essential  to  us  as  the  land  that 
we  own  to  our  subsistence  way  of  life. 

We  recommend  the  management  plan  for  these  areas  should 
.have  local  involvement  at  policy  making,  administrative,  and 
general  staff  levels.  We  feel  that  these  areas  to  be  managed 
will  directly  effect  our  subsistence  way  of  life  and  we  can 
trade  valuable  information  by  being  members  on  the  boards 
and  staff. 

Further,  we  feel  that  by  having  N ative  members  on  the 
boards,  these  people  will  provide  wider  representation  on 
planning  and  managing  areas  such  as  this. 

We  feel  that  the  proposals,  as  they  are  presently  written, 
do  not  adequately  provide  for  local  involvement. 


Sincerely , 


People  of  Beaver 
Paul  S.  Williams 
Chief  of  Village  Council 
Beaver,  Alaska  9972^ 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
CHIEF  OF  VILLAGE  COUNCIL,  BEAVER,  ALASKA 


1.  Section  I,  Administration  - Management,  provides  for  a 
detailed  management  plan  to  be  prepared  within  2 years 
after  authorization.  The  statement  recognizes  that  this 
plan  will  involve  "...  full  cooperation  and  active 
participation  of  other  local  and  Native  groups  and  existing 
and  potential  users." 
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/ilcic&x  (fyrMXMzUcK  Society 

Box  80192  College,  Alaska  99701 


Only  that  portion  of  this  letter 
addressing  the  Birch  Creek 
proposal  has  been  reproduced. 


The  Honorable  Rogers  C.  B.  Morton 
Secretary,  Department  of  the  Interior 
Interior  Building,  C Street  between  18th  & 19th  NW 
Washington,  bC  20240 


Attention:  Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem,  Chairman 

Alaska  Planning  Group 
US  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  DC  20240 


Dear  Secretary  Morton: 

This  letter  concerns  your  Department's  proposals  for  Congressional 
action  on  Alaska  lands  under  Section  17  of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims 
Settlement  Act.  It  constitutes  the  viewpoints  of  the  statewide, 
parent  body  of  the  Alaska  Conservation  Society  on  the  seven  propo- 
sals for  which  comments  are  due  on  draft  environmental  impact  state- 
ments by  June  24,  1974:  Aniakchak  Caldera  and  Kobuk  Valley  National 

Monuments,  Alaska  Coastal  and  Selawik  National  Wildlife  Refuges, 
Beaver  and  Birch  Creek  National  Wild  Rivers  and  additions  to  Chugach 
National  Forest.  We  request  that  our  comments  be  made  part  of  the 
public  record  on  these  proposals. 

The  Alaska  Conservation  Society  has  approximately  800  members  who^e 
activities  support  the  statewide  Society  and  regional  chapters  in 
Ketchikan,  Petersburg,  Sitka,  Kodiak,  Kenai , Anchorage,  and  Fairbanks. 
Many  individual  members  will  provide  you  with  their  views  on  the 
above  proposals,  and  various  chapters  will  submit  statements  incorp- 
orating local  members'  knowledge  of  particular  areas.  WTe  do  not  wish 
to  duplicate  these  reviews;  no  purpose  would  be  served  by  doing  so. 
Rather,  we  will  attempt  to  review  the  overall  approach  and  substance 
of  the  draft  environmental  impact  statements,  focusing  on  policy 
issues  more  than  detail.  We  sincerely  hope  our  comments  are  helpful 
to  you  in  your  revision  of  the  draft  statements  into  final  form. 
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•manage  Island  bird  refuges,  is  obvious.  So  is  the  need  for  a 
concerted  approach  to  management  of  Native  .lands  and.refuge  lands 
in  *the  Selawik  proposal. 


3.  Subsistence  hunting: 

When  people  hunt  they  derive  both  pleasure  ana  (if  the  hunt  is 
successful)  food.  The  precise  mixture  of  food  benefits  and  mental 
benefits  derived  is  highly  individualistic,  varying  with  the 
hunter's  mood,  economic  situation,  the  animal  sought,  etc.  Al- 
together, hunting  in  Alaska  encompasses  nearly  the  full  spectrum 
of  mixtures  of  the  two  elements. 

The  policy  maker's  problem  comes  when  he  feels  obliged  to  distin- 
guish between  hunting  mainly  for  food  and  hunting  mainly  for  plea- 
sure, so  as  to  be  able  to  allocate  a limited  supply  of  hunting 
experiences  and  game  animals  preferentially.  Serious  problems  are 
now  arising  because  of  the  strong  tendency  of  the  Department  of 
Interior  to  use  race  and  place  of  residence  (within  Alaska)  as 
criteria  for  pigeonholing  people  into  "sport  hunter"  or  "subsistence 
hunter"  categories.  To  suggest  that  subsistence  hunting  is  some 
thing  only  Eskimos,  Indians,  or  Aleuts  can  do,  or  that  any  hunting 
done  by  members  of  those  races  falls  in  that  category,  obviously 
is  completely  arbitrary,  unrealistic,  and  socially  devisive.  To 
propose  formal  procedures  for  giving  local  residents  sole  or  majority 
opportunity  to  hunt  in  particular  federal  areas  is  also  a highly 
questionable  choice,  (see  Selawik  proposal,  page  221  to  224). 

The  draft  environmental  impact  statements  at  hand  contain  language 
indicating  that  subsistence  hunting  will  be  allowed  in  national 
monuments  as  ’long  as  it  is  critical  for  survival.  Since  no  Alaskan 
now  depends  entirely  on  subsistence  hunting  for  survival  (that  is, 
would  starve  to  death  if  prevented  from  hunting) , there  is  a great 
deal  of  uncertainty  in  many  people's  minds  as  to  how  federal  agencies 
now  interpret  this  language,  or  will  interpret  it  in  the  future. 

It  seems  quite  likely  that  in  the  parts  of  Alaska  covered  by  the 
seven  proposals  under  discussion,  game  is  not  in  short  supply  rela- 
tive to  current  demand.  If  this  is  true,  built-in  preferences  for 
"subsistence"  users  may  be  premature  as  well  as  inflammatory.  A 
better  approach  may  be  to  determine  whether  any  hunting  should  be 
permitted,  considering  the  primary  management  objectives  of  each 
area.  Where  hunting  is  advisable,  it  should  be  permitted  under 
regulation  of  the  Board  of  Fish  and  Game.  If  data  are  needed  to 
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determine  whether  excessive  competition  for  game  is  occurring  in 
an  area  the  management  agency  should  obtain  use  statistics,  which 
it  can  present,  along  with  proposals  for  new  regulations,  to  the 
state  Board  of  Fish  and  Game.  Any  preferences  among  users, deemed 
necessary  would  thus  be  accomplished  under  state  law,  consistent 
with  practice  elsewhere  in  the  state.  Management  agencies  would 
have  recourse  through  the  rights  inherent  in  land  proprietorship) 
if  state  decisions  were  deemed  unsatisfactory. 


4 . The  dilemma  of  development: 

The  national • monument  and  wild  river  proposals  (Aniakchak  Caldera, 
Kobuk,  Bearer  Creek,  Birch  Creek)  face  a common  dliemma : how  much 
"development"  of  recreational  facilities  should  be  planned  in  areas 
established  mainly  for  their  primitive,  natural  character?  On  one 
hand,  encouragement  of  recreational  use  helps  the  proposals  by 
counteracting  the  argument  against  prohibiting  commodity  resource 
use.  On  the  other  hand,  promoting  visitor  use  erodes  or  destroys 
the  primitive  values  proposed  to  be  maintained.  The  draft  impact 
statements  attempt  to  compromise  or  "waffle"  - not  very  success- 
fully. At  best  the  impact  statement  authors  suggest  an  estimated 
carrying  capacity  (Beaver  Creek  statement,  page  47;  Birch  Creek 
statement,  pages  56,65),  but  provide  no  support  for  their  esti- 
mates. More  often  the  impact  reports  contain  contradictory  state- 
ments about  retaining  primitive  character  or  studying  areas  for 
wilderness  designation,  and  supplying  new  trails,  permitting  summer 
and  winter  off-road  vehicle  use,  building  camprgounds,  etc.  The 
public  is  left  confused  as  to  what  the  Department  really  wants. 

At  a minimum,  the  final  drafts  should  eliminate  these  internal 
inconsistencies . 

5.  Timber  resources: 


Two  shortcomings  seem  to  be  present  in  the  impact  statements  with 
regard  to  wood  resources. 

First,  the  authors  accept  the  standard  definition  of  commercial 
timber  (an  area  of  at  least  20  acres  containing  at  least  8000 
board  feet  of  timber  per  acre).  This  practice  exaggerates  comm- 
ercial timber  values  because  most  of  the  D-2  areas  discussed  are 
at  the  margin  of  forest  distribution.  Stands  meeting  the  volume 
requirement  are  scattered,  small,  and  far  from  markets.  Growth 
rates  are  excessively  slow. 
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the  inventory  to  degrade  wilderness  values.  In  general,  the 
Na  ci’onal ' Park  Service  and  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife 
presently  have  statutory  authority  allowing  them  to  provide  such 
assurance.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  does  not,  and  the  Forest 
Service  does  only  on  designated  Primitive  or  Wilderness  Study  Areas. 


The  above  comments  touch  most  of  the  important  general  shortcomings 
of  the  seven  draft  environmental  impact  statements.  It  should  be 
stressed  that  each  area  impact  statement  contains  other ..significant , 
but  specific,  errors  of  fact  or  omission  and  cross-threaded  reason- 
ing. We  urge  that  your  Department  study  the  specific  comments  of 
Alaska  Conservation  Society  members  and  chapters,  toward  the  end 
that  these  D-2  statements  will  better  serve  their  purpose  as  planning 
and  decision  making  aids. 


Sincerely  yours, 

r c&,\ 

Robert  B.  Weeden 
President 

Alaska  Conservation  Society 


RBW: ts 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
ALASKA  CONSERVATION  SOCIETY 


1.  The  text  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the  policy  that,  except 
as  may  be  otherwise  prohibited  by  Federal  or  State  law, 
existing  traditional  subsistence  uses  of  renewable  resources 
will  be  permitted  until  it  is  determined  by  the  Secretary 
that  utilization  of  these  resources  is  neither  economically 
nor  physically  necessary  to  maintain  human  life  and  necessary 
to  provide  opportunities  for  the  survival  of  Alaskan  cultures 
centering  on  subsistence  as  a way  of  life. 

If  it  is  demonstrated  that  continued  subsistence  uses  may  result 
in  a progressive  reduction  of  animal  or  plant  resources  which 
could  lead  to  long-range  alterations  of  ecosystems,  the  managing 
agency,  following  consultation  with  the  Alaska  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game,  oarmunities,  and  affected  individuals,  shall  have 
the  authority  to  restrict  subsistence  activities  in  part  or  all  of 
the  proposal  area. 

2.  The  purpose  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  (P.L.  90-542) 
states  that  selected  rivers  with  their  inmediate  environment 
shall  be  preserved  and  protected  for  the  benefit  and  enjoyment 
of  present  and  future  generations. 

Implementation  of  this  policy  requires  that  we  provide  for  that 
degree  of  use  which  does  not  adversely  impact  on  the  values  being 
preserved.  We  try  to  provide  for  a quality  recreation  experience 
in  an  environment  consistent  with  the  classification  applied  to 
the  river. 

Estimates  of  present  and  future  use  of  the  river  area  were 
determined  by  using  available  data  and  by  discussion  and  contact 
with  individuals  knowledgeable  of  the  area.  The  final  determi- 
nation of  the  area's  carrying  capacity  will  be  determined  by  the 
management  agency  during  the  preparation  of  the  detailed 
management  plan. 

3.  Ccnmercial  forest  lands  are  correctly  defined  in  the  Birch  Creek 
statement  (Section  II,  Timber)  as  "capable  of  producing  20  cubic 
feet  annually  of  usable  wood  per  acre."  It  is  further  recognized 
that  this  timber  is  located  in  narrow  strips  and  isolated  stands. 
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TAN  ANA -YUKON  CHAPTER 

Alaska  Conservation  Society 


Box  80071 

College,  Alaska  99701 


June  23,  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Sv/em,  Chairman 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  Interior 
V/a  s h ingt  on , D . C . 20  2 40 

Dear  Mr.  Sv/em: 


Attached  are  our  group’s  comments  on  draft  BIS's  for 
the  Selawik,  Birch  Creek  and  Beaver  Creek  proposals.  I 
apologize  for  their  lateness,  and  I hope  they  will  be  con- 
sidered in  revision  of  the  Statements. 


Should  the  proposals  eventually  be  approved,  the  Tanana- 
Yukon  Chapter  foresees  a busy  time  commenting  on  operational 
plans,  because,  although  these  proposals  are  relatively  well 
prepared,  they  are  still  quite  general.  How  well  the 
stated  objectives  are  fulfilled  greatly  depends  on  imple- 
mentation of  management  plans  by  the  agencies  involved. 


I hope  you  find  the  attached  comments  useful. 


Yours  xruly , 


Richard  H.  Bishop,  President 
Tanana-Y unon  Chap ter 
Alaska  Ccnservr t i on  Society 


Robert  beeden,  President 
Alaska  Conservation  Society 


cc : 


BIRCH  CREEK  NATIONAL  WILD  RIVER  PROPOSAL 


Comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  DES  75-108 

by  Richard  H.  Bishop  for  the  Tanana-Yukon 
Chapter,  Alaska  Conservation  Society 


The  Tanana -Yukon  Chapter,  Alaska  Conservation  Society,  supports 
the  proposed  establishment  of  the  Birch  Creek  National  Wild  River. 
The  stated  management  objectives  and  generalized  administration- 
management  plans  seem  quite  appropriate  and  well  considered  for  the 
developmental  stage  of  the  proposal.  Location  of,  and  access  to 
the  proposed  area  make  it  a particularly  desirable  selection  for 
Wild  River  status. 

Specific  comments 

Background  information  provided  in  the  EIS  is  generally  con- 
cise, sufficiently  complete *to  adequately  inform  the  reader  about 
the  area,  and  reasonably  objective. 

However,  the  authors  have  repeated  a substantial  error  common 
to  many  D-2  proposal  impact  statements  in  the  Subsistence  section. 
They  conclude  that  because  Circle  is  the  only  nearby  village  where 
natives  live,  it  is  the  only  village  with  subsistence  requirements! 
Their  conclusion  demonstrates  the  imperfect  understanding  of  sub- 
sistence living  in  outlying  Alaska.  A number  of  Caucasian  Central 
residents  and  residents  of  the  general  area  heavily  depend  on 
local  resources  for  a substantial  part  of  their  livelihood,  in  the 
same  way  as  do  residents,  Caucasian  or  native,  of  Central.  Subsis- 
tence needs  are  not  dictated  by  race.  Variation  occurs  in  degree 
of  dependence  on  local  resource  use  both  within  and  between  racial 
groups,  but  the  need  for  such  use  exists  almost  universally -in  rural 
Alaska,  end  includes  the  use  of  fuel,  game,  berries,  fish,  furs  for 
necessary  cash,  .etc.  However,  the  implication  that  there  is  a lower 
demand  for  subsistence  resources  by  Central  and  Circle  Hot  Springs 
residents  than  oy  Circle  residents  is  probably  correct.  It  is  a 
matter  of  degree. 

While  the  assumption  is  probably  correct  that  recreational  use 
in  the  proposal  area  will  increase,  it  is  unfortunate  that  the  basis 
for  estimating  the  anticipated  use  and  the  proposed  "ecological 
capacity"  is  not  better  explained.  We  agree,  however,  that  a great 
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potential  for  negative  impact  by  both  recreational  and  non-recrea- 
tional  users  lies  in  the  very  near  future,  and  that  constraints  on 
amount  and  kind  of  use  of  the  proposal  area  are  necessary.  Wild 
River  classification  appears  able  to  provide  the  proper  kind  and 
degree  of  use • regulation . In  this  regard  we  recommend  prohibition 
of  cross-country  motor  vehicles  during  the  snowless  season. 

V/e  concur  that  impact  of  the  proposal  on  subsistence  v/ill  be 
minimal  if  administration  follows  the  scheme  outlined  in  the  EIS. 

V/e  must  again  disagree  that  residents  of  the  Central  area  have  no 
subsistence  needs. 

The  statement  seems  contradictory  in  indicating  the  proposal 
would  have  no  effect  on  mining  above  the  prooosal  area  or  on 

l 

tributaries.  If  extensive  water  use  anticipated  for  mining  as 
noted  earlier  in  the  text  were  denied  or  reduced,  mining  would  be 
impacted.  However,  we  believe  the t long-term  benefits  of  the  oropo- 
sal  can  be  shown  to  outweigh  the  shorter  term  mining  benefits,  and 
that  mining  could  be  feasibly  conducted  so  that  present  water 
quality  and  quantity  in  the  proposal  area  is  maintained. 

With  regard  to  proposal  impact  on  wildlife,  it  should  be  noted 
that  while  protection  of  critical  habitat  is  a plus,  the  increased 
traffic  could  become  a real  problem  for  the  peregrine,  which  seems 
sensitive  to  continued  disturbance  around  nest  sites.  Specific 
restrictions  to  route  traffic  ' 'gay  from  nr  sting  sites  may  be 
necessary,  end  should  be  seriously  considered.  If  fire  control  ere 
undertaken  in  the  area,  it  might  benefit  some  species,  but  it  could 
also  have  negative  impact,  for  example  on  moose  habitat  regeneration. 

Regulation  of  snowma chines  to  reduce  intentional  end  uninten- 
tional disturbance  of  wildlife  and  to  avoid  habitat  damage  seems 
likely  to  become  necessary,  but  such  regulations  should  probably 
encompass  more  than  the  proposal  area.  V/e  suggest  that  BLM  begin 
planning  specific  regulatory  measures  now. 

We  endorse  the  proposition  that  properly  regulated  hunting, 
fishing,  and  trapping  would  be  continued  under  State  regulation  in 
the  proposal  area. 

V/e  submit  that  commercial  timber  harvest  and  intensive  com- 
mercial tourism  would  not  be  in  keeping  with  the  objectives  of  Wild 
River  designation.  V/e  pronose  that  commercial  timber  h-  rvest  be  * 
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prohibited,  that  domestic  timber  use  be  carefully  regulated,  and 
that  commercial  tourism  be  strictly  regulated. 

V/e  suggest  that  constraints  be  placed  on  the  density  and 
equipment  size  of  motorized  boats  using  the  proposal  area.  However , 
because  of  subsistence  uses  of  the  area  and  the  potential  for  one- 
way motorized  trips  from  the  Steese Highway  through  the  lower 
stretches  of  the  proposal  area,  we  do  not  recommend  complete  pro- 
hibition of  motorized  boats. 

Having  considered  the  alternatives  presented  and  the  potential 
impacts  (both  listed  and  unlisted)  v/e  concur  the  proposal  as  pre- 
sented provides  the  most  acceptable  option  for  use  of  the  Birch 
Creek  area.  Should  the  land  between  the  proposal  area's  lower  end 
and  the  Steese  Highway  not  be  selected  by  the  village  of  Circle,  v/e 
recommend  its  inclusion  in  the  Wild  River  designation. 


186 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 

ALASKA.  CONSERVATION  SOCIETY  (TANANA- YUKON  CHAPTER) 


1.  Section  I,  Administration  - Management,  provides  for  a detailed 
management  plan  to  be  prepared  within  2 years  after  authorization. 
The  statement  recognizes  that  this  plan  will  involve  "...  full 
cooperation  and  active  participation  of  other  local  and  Native 
groups  and  existing  and  potential  users . " 

2.  The  text  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the  policy  that,  except  as 
may  be  otherwise  prohibited  by  Federal  or  State  law,  existing 
traditional  subsistence  uses  of  renewable  resources  will  be 
permitted  until  it  is  determined  by  the  Secretary  that  utilization 
of  these  resources  is  neither  eoonanically  nor  physically  necessary 
to  maintain  human  life  and  necessary  to  provide  opportunities  for 
the  survival  of  Alaskan  cultures  centering  on  subsistence  as  a way 
of  life. 

If  it  is  demonstrated  that  continued  subsistence  uses  may  result 
in  a progressive  reduction  of  animal  or  plant  resources  which 
could  lead  to  long-range  alterations  of  ecosystems,  the  managing 
agency,  following  consultation  with  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish 
and  Game,  communities,  and  affected  individuals,  shall  have  the 
authority  to  restrict  subsistence  activities  in  part  or  all  of 
the  proposal  area. 

3.  We  understand  that  much  of  the  water  use  would  be  returned  to 
the  river  directly  or  indirectly  after  use.  The  report 
(Section  II,  Water  Rights  and  Navigability)  recognizes  the  need 
to  ascertain  the  extent  and  impact  of  this  water  use.  The  State 
water  quality  regulations  (see  Appendix)  properly  enforced 
should  prevent  degradation  of  the  quality  of  water  whether  the 
area  is  established  or  not. 

4.  Section  I,  Administration  - Management,  recognizes  the  need  to 
preserve  and  protect  the  peregrine  falcon  and  its  nesting  habitat. 
This  could  include  closing  the  lands  surrounding  nesting  areas 
during  the  critical  nesting  period. 

5.  The  sections  on  impact  on  Scenic  Qualities  and  Soils  and  Vegetation 
have  been  modified  to  recognize  that  fire  control  equipment  could 
have  an  adverse  impact  on  the  environment. 

6&8.  The  management  objectives,  as  stated  several  times  in  the  text, 
are  to  provide  for  such  use  as  is  compatible  with  the  preserva- 
tion of  the  resource.  The  section  on  Administration  - Management 
identifies  (ninth  paragraph)  the  need  for  strict  regulation  of 
off-road  vehicles  to  protect  the  primitive  nature  of  the  area, 
fragile  soils,  vegetation,  and  wildlife. 
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7. 


The  timber  of  marketable  size  lies  in  small  stringers  or 
isolated  stands  along  the  river.  It  is  questionable  whether 
they  could  be  economically  harvested  today.  With  the 
controls  to  be  placed  on  timber  harvest,  particularly  adjacent 
to  the  river,  there  is  very  little  likelihood  of  canmercial 
harvest  being  permitted. 

8.  See  the  response  to  Carment  No.  6 above. 
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ALASKA  GEOLOGICAL  SOCIETY 

P.  O.  BOX  1288 
ANCHORAGE.  ALASKA  99501 


June  24,  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman-Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 


The  Alaska  Geological  Society,  affiliated  with  the  American 
Association  of  Petroleum  Geologists,  recognizes  its  obligation  to  speak 
and  act  on  environmental  problems.  The  responsibilities  of  the  earth 
scientist  as  stated  in  the  AAPG  Environmental. Policy  include: 

1)  Maintenance  of  a 'quality  environment, 

2)  Provision  of  man's  material  needs  by  planning  and  super- 
vising the  extraction  of  mineral  resources,  and 

3)  Participation  in  the  conservation  and  wise  use  of  resources. 

In  this  context  the  Society  respectfully  submits  the  following 
general  comments  for  your  consideration  concerning  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statements  prepared  for  lands  withdrawn  for  classification  pursuant 
to  Section  17  (d)  (2)  of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act.  We 

also  plan  to  submit  additional  comments  on  individual  draft  statements 
under  separate  cover. 

GENERAL  COMMENTS 


Certain  problems  are  apparent  in  all  of  the  draft  EIS's.  The 
major  problems  are: 

1)  The  geologic  descriptions  provided  are  inadequate.  In 
each  case  the  descriptions  merely  emphasize  the  lack  of 
basic  resource  data  available  for  the  proposed  withdrawal 
areas.  For  example,  the  statement  prepared  for  proposed 
additions  to  the  Chugach  National  Forest  does  not  even 
mention  the  word  "Geology" . Nine  sentences  purport  to 
describe  the  "Minerals,  Oil  and  Gas"  of  an  area  comprising 
672  thousand  acres. 

2)  The  impact  statements  do  not  meet  the  same  high  standards 
of  scientific  research  required  of  industry  by  Federal 
agencies.  A typical  example  is  the  statement  for  the 
proposed  Selawik  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  In  the  des- 
cription of  the  environment,  an  unreferenced  list  of 
mineral  occurrences"  in  certain  areas  of  the  Kotzebue 
Sound  Region"  highlights  the  geological  section  on  page 
76.  The  bedrock  of  the  region  is  undescribed,  as  are 
the  geologic  structure,  seismicity  and  groundwater 
potential. 
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3)  The  impact  statements  seem  designed  to  justify  the 
proposed  actions  rather  than  to  analyze  objectively  the 
far-reaching  implications  of  each  proposal.  The  reasoning 
under  "Impact  on  Mining  and  Mineral  Entry"  of  the  proposed 
Kobuk  Valley  National  Monument  is  revealing: 

"Since  prospecting  would  not  be  allowed,  there  may 
never  be  a complete  inventory  and  analysis  of  these 
(mineral)  resources.  Therefore  a full  assessment  of 
the  impacts  of  the  proposal *s  preclusions  of  resource 
removal  would  not  be  carried  out."  (from  page  215; 
empha  sis  add  ed . ) 

4)  Many  of  the  statements  dismiss  the  impact  of  banning 

mineral  exploration  and  production  as  minimal  because 
of  the  supposed  low  potential  or  relatively  small  area 
of  the  proposed  withdrawal.  Such  reasoning  ignores  a 
fundamental  characteristic  of  mineral  deposits:  their 

limited  areal  extent.  The  cumulative  effect  of  all 
withdrawals  is  also  ignored. 

The  Selawik  proposal  again  is  representative: 

"However,  in  our  judgment  it  is  doubtful  that  fore- 
going the  extraction  of  the  deposits  would  have  more 
than  minimal  impact  on  the  industry  or  on  the  industry 
or  on  the  total  need  of  the  nation  since  the  potential 
is  believed  to  be  low  within  the  refuge  and  not  suffi- 
cient to  affect  the  nation's  supply  and  demand  for  the 
resource."  (from  page  171;  emphasis  added). 

These  comments  cover  a virtually  unexplored  area  of  1.4  million 
acres  adjacent  to  another  (Kobuk)  proposed  withdrawal  of  1,850,000  acres. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 


1 


Before  large  tracts  of  land  are  closed  to  mineral  entry,  the  U.S.G.S 
should  pass  judgment  that  ore  deposits  or  petroleum  fields  are  not  likely  to 
be  present.  In  order  to  make  this  judgment,  the  U.S.G.S.  should  supervise 
detailed  geological,  geochemical,  and  geophysical  exploration  by  its  own 
personnel,  other  State  and  Federal  agencies,  and  private  industry.  With- 
drawals accomplsihed  without  this  judgment  will  be  subject  to  great  pressures 
for  future  exploration  and  development  when  commodity  shortages  intensify. 

It  will  be  easier  to  maintain  park  and  refuge  integrity  if  the  U.S.G.S.  can 
prove  that  further  exploration  would  be  either  fruitless  or  economically 
infeasible. 


2 
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When,  the  d (2)  proposals  are  given  further  consideration,  additional 
studies  should  more  carefully  refer  to  existing  geological  literature.  Most 
important  is  the  series  of  resource  evaluations  now  being  conducted  by  the 
Alaska  State  Division  of  Geological  and  Geophysical  Survey.  If  existing 
literature  is  not  fully  utilized,  the  impact  statements  could  easily  become 
the  objects  of  protracted  litigation. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  behalf  of  the  membership 
of  the  Alaska  Geological  Society. 


Yours  very  truly, 

Thomas  Wilson, 
President 


By: Robert  L.  McCollom 

Environmental  Committee  Chairman 


RLM: cw 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
ALASKA  GEOLOGICAL  SOCIETY 


1.  The  need  to  consider  cumulative  impacts  is  recognized  and 
discussed  in  the  response  to  Forest  Service  Carment  No.  1. 

2.  Discussions  of  Geological  and  Mineral  Resources  in  Section  II 
and  Impact  on  Mining  in  Section  III  have  been  upgraded  by 
incorporating  additional  data  supplied  by  the  U.S.  Geological 
Survey  and  Bureau  of  Mines. 
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1700  GLACIER  AVENUE,  JUNEAU,  ALASKA  99801 


April  1,  197 H 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
Department  of  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

Re:  Birch  Creek.  National  Wild  River 

The  Council  endorses  the  Brich  Creek  Wild  River  proposal. 

Access  to  Fairbanks  via  highway  will  make  this  river  system 
a choice  recreational  area  if  maintained  in  a wild  uncontaminated 
state . 

Very  truly  yours , 


Alaska  Wildlife  Federation  and  Sportsmen's  Council 


cc:  National  Wildlife  Federation 

Other  Council  members 
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THE 

NATIONAL 

FEDERATION 

OF 


BUSINESS  and  PROFESSIONAL  WOMEN’S  CLUBS,  INC. 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

I have  recieved  your  letter  requesting  The  National  Federation  of  Business 
and  Professional  Women's  Clubs,  Inc.  to  submit  recommendations  on  the  Draft 
Environmental  Statements  of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act  (ANCSA) 
of  1971  (35  Stat.  688).  Our  organization  is  involved  with  many  legislative  matters, 
however  this  is  not  an  item  on  the  current  platform.  Therefore  we  can  not  take 
a position  for  or  againist  the  statement  pertaining  to  the  Alaska  Native  Claim 
Settlement  Act. 

Thank  you  for  giving  us  an  opportunity  to  recieve  the  material. 


of  the  United  States  of  America 


2012  MASSACHUSETTS  AVENUE,  N.  W. 

WASHINGTON,  D.  C.,  20036 
293-1  lOO 


February  8,  1974 


Sincerely 


(Mrs.)  Lucille  Shriver 
Director 


LS:dmm 
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SjgpH  COMPANY  U.S.A. 

POST  OFFICE  BOX  120-  DENVER.  COLORADO  80201 


EXPLORATION  DEPARTMENT 
WESTERN  DIVISION 

CRANDALL  D JONES 
MANAGER 


June  4 , 1 974 


Re:  Draft  Environmental  Statements 
"Four  Systems"  Lands 
State  of  Alaska 


Mr.  Theodore  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

Pursuant  to  the  "Notice  of  Availability  of  Draft  Environmental  Statements" 
which  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register,  38  FR  35508,  December  28, 

1973,  as  amended  by  "Notice  of  Extension  of  the  Review  Period"  which  was 
published  in  the  Federal  Register,  39  FR  781  7 February  28,  1974,  Exxon 
Company,  U.S.A.  makes  comments  as  follows: 

We  have  examined  the  twenty-eight  Draft  Environmental  Statements  and  it 
appears  to  us  that  the  statements  accurately  assess  the  impact  of  the  planned 
uses  on  these  lands.  We  feel,  however,  that  since  the  proposed  plans  would 
have  the  effect  of  closing  to  entry  approximately  64  million  acres  under  the 
public  land  laws,  including  the  mineral  leasing  laws,  the  alternative  to  this 
(i.e.,  allow  mineral  leasing)  should  be  given  more  consideration  in  these 
statements. 

While  there  may  be  time  in  the  future  for  public  expression  on  the  desirability 
of  the  legislative  proposals,  it  is  our  opinion  that  once  the  Environmental 
Statements  are  finalized  it  becomes  extremely  unlikely  that  the  plans  will  then 
be  amended  to  provide  for  mineral  leasing  of  any  lands  within  the  withdrawn 
areas. 

Millions  of  acres  of  Alaska  lands  have  been  unavailable  for  oil  and  gas  explora- 
tion for  several  years  due  to  the  Native  claims.  Now  that  the  time  for  Native 
selection  of  lands  is  near,  pursuant  to  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act, 
it  seems  to  us  that  now  is  also  the  time  for  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  ser- 
iously consider  an  orderly  opening  of  public  domain  lands  to  mineral  leasing  as 
opposed  to  permanently  withdrawing  these  lands  from  oil  and  gas  exploration. 
While  much  of  the  land,  proposed  to  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  leasing  under 
the  "Four  Systems"  plans,  does  not  presently  appear  to  have  an  oil  and  gas 
potential,  future  information  may  considerably  alter  this.  The  critical  shortage 


of  oil  and  gas  in  the  U.S.A.  is,  in  our  opinion,  a strong  reason  for  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  carefully  consider  the  oil  and  gas  potential 
of  these  lands  prior  to  placing  them  in  classifications  which  would  permanently 
withdraw  them  from  oil  and  gas  exploration. 

We  shall  sincerely  appreciate  your  consideration  of  our  aboye  comments. 


Very  truly  yours. 


CDJ  :mws 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
EXXON  COMPANY,  U.S.A. 


1.  The  Department  had  originally  intended  to  produce  final  EIS's 
with  the  legislative  proposals  even  though  the  CEQ  Guidelines 
offer  the  option  of  using  drafts  in  cases  like  this.  However, 
it  soon  became  obvious  that  we  could  not  accomplish  this 
within  the  severe  time  frame  allowed,  i.e. , before  the 
December  18,  1973,  date  specified  by  the  Act.  Nevertheless, 
final  statements  will  be  completed  and  sent  to  Congress  and  the 
Native  organizations  for  consideration  in  the  actions  which 
have  yet  to  be  taken.  Submission  of  a draft  with  new  legislation 
does  not  shut  off  the  opportunity  for  full  public  review  and 
disclosure  of  those  review  results.  In  the  ANCSA  case, 
particularly,  those  results  will  be  before  the  Congress  in  the 
final  environmental  statements  and  it  will  undoubtedly  be  seme 
time  before  Congress  can  act  due  to  the  time  allowed  for  the 
village  and  regional  corporation  selections.  The  opportunity 
for  input  to  the  decision  process,  as  in  all  legislation,  remains 
completely  open  to  the  public  throughout  the  legislative  process 
yet  to  came.  Congressional  hearings  will  most  likely  be  held 
and  public  ccnment  sought. 
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Fairbanks  Environmental  Center 

Box  1796 

Fairbanks,  Alaska  99707 
(907) -452-3312 

James  E.  Kowalsky,  Director 

tr\r . Theodore  Swem 
Room  1351 

Office  of  the  Director 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
National  Park  Service 
US  Department  of  the  Interior 
Y/ashington,  D.C.  20240 


Dear  Mr.  Swem, 


It  is  my  pleasure  to  submit  this  letter  and  the  enclosed  comments 
on  the  draft  environmental  impact  statements  for  the  establishment 
of  certain  lands  as  units  of  the  four  national  systems  for  the  re- 
cord of  the  final  environmental  impact  statements  on  behalf  of  the 
Fairbanks  Environmental  Center,  Inc. 

Our  comments  are  made  on  the  statements  for  the  establishment  of 
the  Birch  and  Beaver  Creek  National  Y/ild  Rivers,  the  Kobuk  Valley 
National  Monument,  the  Selawik  National  Y/ildlife  Refuge,  the  Coastal 
National  Wildlife  Refuges,  the  Aniakchak  Caldera  National  Monument, 
and  the  Additions  to  the  Chugach  National  Forest. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  Fairbanks  Environmental  Center,  Inc. 
is  a broadly-based  community  supported  organization  established  for 
educational  purposes.  It  is  governed  by  a local  board  of  directors 
who  set  all  policy  for  the  Center,  and  it  has  a membership  of  more 
than  150  people. 

As  our  comments  will  reflect,  we  are  very  concerned  for  the  future 
of  our  Alaskan  lands,  for  its  outstanding  populations  of  land  and 
marine  mammals,  birds,  and  fish  as  well  as  for  the  -water  and  land 
habitat  which  supports  them.  Y/e  are  concerned  for  the  vast  un- 
spoiled stretches  of  wildlands,  the  unique  scenic  attractions,  and 
the  great  variety  of  these  features  which  are  found  in  our  state. 

Y/e  are  concerned  for  the  protection  of  whole,  unspoiled  ecosystems 
with  the  pure  land  and  water  resources  found  within  them.  Y/e  are 
also  very  concerned  for  the  perpetuation  of  whole  indigenous  abor- 
iginal cultures  which  have. evolved  within  these  regions  of  Alaska 
over  many  centuries. 

Y/e  are  also  concerned  and  aware  that  there  is  yet  a great  opportunity 
at  hand  to  give  these  features  of  Alaska  strong,  statuatory  pro- 
tection by  an  act  of  Congress,  and  we  support  the  concepts  which 
will  give  this  protection  to  our  land. 
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We  have  reviewed  these  statments,  agreed  or  disagreed  with  some 
of  them,  suggested  improvements,  and  made  a technical  review  of 
their  adequacy.  We  sincerely  hope  that  they  will  be  useful  to 
the  agencies  and  that  they  will  be  helpful  in  writing  strong, 
well  documented  and  analyzed  final  statements. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 

Sincerely, 


Barbara  Tabbert 
President 

FAIRBANKS  ENVIRONMENTAL  CENTER,  Inc 
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FAIRBANKS  ENVIRONMENTAL  CENTER , INC. 

COMMENTS  ON  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
BIRCH  CREEK  NATIONAL  WILD  RIVER 
JUNE  14,  1974 

SUMMARY 

The  Fairbanks  Environments 1 Center  supports  the  establ Ishment  of  a Birch  Creek 
National  Wild  River  in  Alaska,  and  believes  that  this  proposal,  should  it  become 
enacted,  will  become  an  important  scientific,  educational,  wildlife,-  wetlands 
high  quality  recreational  resource  for  especially  interior  Alaskans  as  well  as 
for  others  who  wish  to  make  use  of  this  resource. 

The  Fairbanks  Environmental  Center  further  agrees  with  the  purposes  as  set 
forth  in  this  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (hereinafter  refered  to  as 
"Statement"),  to  preserve  the  river  and  immediate  environment  in  Its  natural 
condition,  to  prevent  degradation  of  its  water  quality,  and  to  provide  both 
non-cons vraptive  and  consumptive  use  of  its  fish  and  wildlife  resources.  We 
recognize  that  these  purposes  will  provide  potential  human  experiences  which, 
through  recreation-based  opportunities  afforded,  will  especially  enhance  the  lives 
and  expectations  of  those  people  living  within  interior  Alaska  who  may  desire  to 
utilize  this  resource  in  the  future. 

The  Statement  also  is  weak  in  discussion  of  how  the  proposal  affects,  and  fore 
closes,  other  regional  land  planning  potential  and  possibilities.  Also,  it  should 
discuss  how  the  proposal  relates  to  other  D-2  proposals. in  the  region. 

Similarly,  it  is  weak  in  the  treatment  of  the  impact  of  the  proposal  on  socio- 
economic factors  of  the  region.  Generally  the  statement  should  relate  more  to 
regional  situations  and  potentials. 

The  references  in  this  Statement  to  snowmachine  use,  timber  harvesting  or 
logging,  and  the  traveroe  of  the  wild  river  by  mining  access  roads  and  s proposed 
state  highway.  These  statements  should  be  accompanied  by  a discussion  of  what  is 
permitted  and  prohibited  under  wild  scenic  and  recreational  rivers  designations. 

200 


Sped  tic  Comments 


Under  "Unavoidable  Adverse  Environmental  Impacts"  (page  78),  number  two  reads: 

2*  Substantial  diversion  of  water  within  the  proposed  area  would  be  forego rv 
as  would  any  diversion  in  the  upstream  areas  if  of;  sufficient  magnitude 
to  unreasonably  diminish  existing  scenic,  recreational,  fish,  and  wildli 
values  within  the  proposal  area. 

This  statement  needs  further  explanation  in  view  of  the  use  of  the  words 
"unreasonably  diminish,"  especially  in  view  of  the  statement  of  page  71  (botton) 
which  states  that  the  State  of  Alaska  has  "existing  jurisdiction--over  the  water  in 
Birch  Creek,"  For  example,  does  this  imply  that  the  State  could  authorize  water 
diversion  at  will? 

On  page  88  it  is  stated  that  motorized  over-the-snow  vehicles  may  be  used  for 
subsistence  purposes  within  wilderness  areas  of  Alaska.  Does  this  statement  refer 
to  de  facto  wilderness,  or  wilderness  areas  established  under  federal  or  state  lews? 
This  statement  should  be  clarified  with  documentation  from  the  US  Department  of 
Agriculture,  US  Department  of  Interior  or  State  Department  of  Natural  Resources 
written  policy,  whichever  is  appropriate  to  this  statement. 


e 
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JJININC 

This  statement  Joes  not  recognize  or  import  the  important  impacts  on  Birch 
Creek  of  placer  mining  on  its  tributaries,  and  it  does  not  deal  with  alternatives 
to  this  proposal  which  oould  offer  greater  protection  to  Birch  Creek  itself. 

It  is  requested  here  that  this  section  of  the  final  Statement  be  considerably 
more  detailed. 

For,  example,  what  assessment  work  has  been  performed  on  the  dozen  inactive 
claims  within  the  proposal  corridor  which  the  Statement  conservatively  estimates 
to  be  In  existence  ? How  would  failure  to  perform  this  work  affect  the  validity 
of  such  claims? 

In  assessing  the  impact  of  the  active  placer  mining  operations  on  Birch 


Creek  tributaries.  Eagle,  Harrison,  Butte  and  Bear  Creeks,  where  are  their 
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locations,  how  large  are  the  nining  ventures,  and  what  is  the  environmental  i pact 
of  these  operations  on  especially  the  water  quality  of  these  tributaries  and  of 
Birch  Creek? 

The  Statement  should  reflect  if  State  Water  Quality  Standards  have  ever  been 
enforced  for  these  operations*  Further,  the  final  Statement  should  reflect  if 
those  placer  operations  have  ever  applied  for  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control 
Discharge  Permits  from  the  US  Environmental  Protection  Agency  or  if  they  need 
be  requested*  If  the  permits  have  ever  been  issued,  an  analysis  of  these  permits 
should  also  appear  in  the  final  Statement  with  a discussion  of  resultant  impacts 
on  water  and  general  environmental  quality* 

Water  quality  studies  should  be  made  on  Birch  Creek  and  its  tributaries  and  t|he 
results  should  appear  in  the  final  statement*  Siltation  from  placer  mining  on 
agle  and  Harrison  Creeks,  such  as  the  discoloration  mentioned  (page  32)  should 
be  analyzed  with  the  results  and  a discussion  of  the  environmental  impact  of  these 
results  to  appear  in  the  final  Statement*  A discussion  of  the  water  quality 
impact  on  sport  fisheries  should  appear  in  the  final  statement,  as  well  as 
possible  utilization  of  the  proposal  area  by  commercially  significant  anadromous 
t ish. 


Similarly,  the  two  million  gallon  daily  diversion  of  tributary  and  main  fork 
waters  above  the  proposal^  upstream  boundaiiy  for  placer  mining  purposes  has 
potentially  major  deteriorating  environmental  impacts  upon  the  proposed  area* 

The  final  Statement  should  discuss  this  diversion  and  its  impact  upon  those 
values  this  proposal  sets  forth  to  protect* 


ALTERNATIVES 

Under  "No  Action",  BLM's  possible  framework  plan  could  include  the  vildernes 
preservation  mentioned  but  not  described*  It  should  be* 

Reversion  of  the  proposal  area  back  to  D-l  is  not  adequately  discussed  and 
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should  be*  A precise  definition  of  D-l  with  resultant  developments  should  be 
discussed  in  some  detail*  He  suggest  a series  of  possible  scenarios  under  the  D-l 
alternative  would  be  appropriate,  x*ith  thoughtful  projections  based  upon 
documented  trends.  This  could  strengthen  the  actual  proposed  action  with  increased 
support  for  it  over  the  alternative  D-l  classification  in  our  view. 

The  alternative  of  national  wildlife  refuge  status  for  the  Birch  Creek  water- 
shed and  designation  of  Birch  Creek  Wild  River  within  such  refuge  should  be 
mentioned  and  discussed  under  "inclusion  in  another  national  conservation  system". 
This  substitue  conforms  with  other  similar  actions  (National  Wild  Rivers  within  a 
proposed  refuge)  in  the  Alaska  Conservation  Act  of  January  30,  1974  (S.2917). 

The  goals  for  protection  set  fort  in  this  Statement  with  refuge  jurisdiction 
under  the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  should  be  thoroughly  discussed  in  the  final 
Statement, 

The  comparison  of  possible  designation  (and  protection)  of  the  upper  Birch 
Creek  and  its  tributaries  as  wild  or  scenic  rivers  should  be  made  with  the  terms 
of  this  proposal  and  Statement,  eg:to  allow  these  segments  to  remain  in  D-l  status. 
A comparative  analysis  within  the  framework  of  this  Statement  would  be  appropriate 
in  the  final  Statement* 

A comparison  of  t is  possible  additional  protection  for  the  upper  watershed 
should  also  be  made  with  possible  state  selection  of  these  upper  (D-l)  areas,  and 
this  discussion  should  be  framed  within  the  context  of  documented  developmental 
practices  of  the  State  of  Alaska  which  are  proliferated  with  rapid,  unplanned, 
careless  development  of  lands  highlighted  by  lack  of  enforcement  of  sanitary  waste 
disposal  and  water  quality  laws  (see  Gasbero,  1973)* 
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The  impacts  of  allowing  upper  Birch  Creek  watershed  lands  to  remain  in  D-l 
status  should  also  be  clearly  framed  within  the  context  of  current  bills  before 
Congress  to  give  BLM,  the  managing  agency  for  D-l  lands,  the  mandates  of  an  organ 
act.  This  pending  legislation  docs  not  attempt  to  revise  or  improve  the  1872 
Mining  Law,  which  would  be  one  ot  the  guiding  mandates  for  management  of  the 
upper  Birch  watershed  outside  the  L'ild  River  corridor  should  it  remain  in 
j-1  status. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
FAIRBANKS  ENVIRONMENTAL  CENTER,  INC. 


1.  Section  I,  Interrelationship  with  Other  Projects  and  Jurisdictions, 
discusses  other  projects  and  proposals  which  this  project  impacts 
on.  The  statement  was  developed  in  accordance  with  NEPA  require- 
ments and  CEQ  Guidelines.  In  our  opinion,  it  represents  a good 
faith  effort  to  consider  all  relevant  impacts  to  the  extent 
possible  with  available  data. 

2.  The  type  of  activities  planned  for,  the  need  for  regulation  of 
various  activities,  and  the  management  proposals  to  attain  the 
program  objectives  are  discussed  in  Section  I,  Administration  - 
Management. 

3.  Section  II,  Water  Rights  and  Navigability,  recognizes  the  existence 
of  water-right  applications  upstream  of  the  proposal  and  states 
that  the  effect  of  future  withdrawal  of  these  amounts  must  be 
determined.  It  is  difficult  to  assess  their  impact  until  there  is 
full  knowledge  of  the  actual  point  of  withdrawal  and  the  manner  of 
use.  We  understand  that  most  of  the  water  will  be  returned 
directly  or  indirectly  to  the  river. 

Section  13  (d)  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  provides  that  the 
State's  jurisdiction  over  the  waters  in  a river  which  is  a 
component  of  the  National  System  is  unaffected  to  the  extent  that 
such  jurisdiction  may  be  exercised  without  impairing  the  purposes 
of  that  Act  or  its  administration.  The  State's  regulations  were 
approved  late  in  1973  (see  Appendix) . 

4.  Section  4(d)  (1)  of  the  Wilderness  Act  provides  that  when  the  use 
of  aircraft  or  motorboats  has  become  established,  it  may  be 
permitted  to  continue  subject  to  regulation  by  the  Secretary.  It 
is  under  this  authority  that  we  indicated  that  where  the  use  of 
motorized  vehicles  for  subsistence  purposes  has  been  established, 
it  may  be  permitted  to  continue. 

5.  Section  II,  Geological  and  Mineral  Resources,  indicates  that  none 
of  the  at  least  12  claims  in  the  area  are  active  and  that 
assessment  work  has  been  done  on  only  one  in  the  last  5 years. 

6.  The  active  operations  are  outside  of  the  proposal.  The  question 
with  respect  to  water  quality  is  answered  in  Garment  No.  3 above. 

Available  funds  and  personnel  precluded  undertaking  the  studies 
identified.  The  answer  to  question  No.  3 above  applies  to  the 
2,000,000-gallon  diversions. 


7. 
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We  believe  that  this  is  an  order  of  complexity  which  makes  compliance  with  our  own 
Congressional  mandate  to  seek  and  encourage  coordination  of  federal  efforts  toward 
economic  development  within  the  Economic  Development  Districts  extraordinarily  difficult. 

Failing  to  address  this  highly  relevant  issue  is  a major  deficiency  in  the  impact 
statements  which  should  be  corrected  prior  to  initiating  further  action  in  the  E.I.S. 
process. 

Without  intending  to  demean  the  great  value  of  the  separate  statements  in  providing 
basic  resource  information  about  the  individual  parcels,  I believe  that  the  issue  of 
the  interrelationship  between  the  various  federal  management  systems  which  will  be 
established  should  these  proposals  be  adopted  constitutes  a "major  federal  action" 
within  the  purview  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969. 

As  such,  it  will  require  the  preparation  and  circulation  of  a separate  draft  environ- 
mental impact  statement  within  the  guidelines  established  by  the  Council  on  Environmental 
Quality  of  January  28,  1974. 

Such  a statement  should  generally  present  a federal  point  of  view  which  incorporates 
the  following  points  required  under  Section  1500.6  of  the  January  28th  guidelines. 

1.  The  overall  context  of  Alaskan,  national  and  international  issues  which  will 
create  the  framework  within  which  the  Congress  will  likely  make  its  decisions 
on  the  Four  Systems  lands.  Specific  discussion  should  center  on,  for  example: 

A.  Energy  shortages . 

B.  Material  resource  shortages. 

C.  "Project  Independence." 

D.  Demands  for  wilderness  areas  by  non-Alaskans . 

E.  National  Security. 

. . . with  respect  to  Section  1500.8,  Paragraph  (a)  (2)  of  the  Guidelines: 

2.  The  overall  context  of  the  Alaskan  public  and  private  system  of  land  use, 
management,  and  regulation  and  the  kind  of  adjustments  which  will  be 
required  in  order  to  properly  accomodate  and  integrate  the  federal  Four 
Systems  proposal. 

. . . and  with  respect  .to  Section  1500.8  (a)  0)  of  the  guidelines: 

3.  An  analysis  and  projection  of  likely  population  changes  both  nationally  and 
within  Alaska  which  may  be  expected  to  accompany  the  implementation  of  the 
federal  Four  Systems  proposal. 

4.  A proposal  by  the  federal  government  for  coordinating  federal  resources  in 
such  a way  as  to  provide  assistance  to  state  and  local  government  and  Alaskan 
private  citizens  in  preparing  for  these  population  changes. 

More  specifically,  the  statement  should  present  a federal  proposal  --as  opposed  to 
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four  separate  agency  proposals  --  which  discusses  the  following  points: 

1.  The  mechanism  for  integrating  both  the  long  run  planning  and  day  to  day 
management  of  these  parcels  by  the  designated  agencies,  and  other  interested 
federal  agencies. 

2.  The  procedures  by  which  non-federal  public  and  private  interests  within 
Alaska  will  be  incorporated  in  the  federal  mechanism. 

3.  The  procedures  for  resolving  conflicts  between  the  federal  Four  Systems 
proposal  and  the  non-federal  interests  in  the  D-2  withdrawals. 

I believe  that  without  a single  overall  environmental  impact  statement  addressed  to 
the  Four  Systems  concept  and  the  kind  of  management  structures  such  a concept  will 
bring  into  being  that  the  individual  parcel  oriented  impact  statements,  whatever  their 
value  as  resource  summaries,  are  at  best  ad  hoc,  and  at  worst  irrelevant  to  the  central 
issue  of  changing  federal  land  policy  in  Alaska. 

In  concluding  these  comments,  I would  also  like  to  express  my  continuing  dissatisfaction 
with  the  more  or  less  static  context  within  which  most  environmental  impact  statements 
are  prepared. 

This  problem  is  probably  a result  of  the  dictionary  definitions  and  semantic  effects 
of  the  term  "impact"  itself.  "Impact"  implies  a one  time  only  occurrence  as  opposed 
to  the  kind  of  evolving  organic  systems  of  intended  occurrences  and  random  unintended 
effects  which  will  over  time,  accompany  the  "major  federal  actions"  contemplated  by 

N.E.P.A. 

Although  this  may  not  be  the  proper  forum  for  a formal  argument  against  the  traditionally 
static  orientation  of  the  environmental  impact  statement,  I do  feel  that  such  an 
orientation  will  continue  to  plague  the  E.I.S.  process  and  to  diminish  the  significance 
and  influence  in  matters  of  public  policy  and  decision  making  which  was  intended  by 
the  authors  of  N.E.P.A. 

Finally,  I have  listed  on  an  attachment  the  D-2  withdrawals  which  are  either  totally 
or  partially  within  the  boundaries  of  our-  Economic  Development  District.  I would 
appreciate  it  very  much  if  you  wrould  place  our  name  and  address  on  your  permanent 
mailing  lists  for  all  materials  relating  to  these  lands. 

Thank  you  again  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  these  draft  statements. 

Sincerely, 

FAIRBANKS  T.V.A.  DEVEIIMiENT,  INC. 

Jeri^  Smetzer 
Executive  Director 

JES:bjs 

cc:  Senator  Gravel,  Washington,  D.C. 

Attachments 
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Friends  of  The  Earth 

David  Brower,  President 
Box  1796,  Fairbanks,  Alaska  99707 
(907)  452-3312 


Jim  Kowalsky,  Alaska  Representative 


(June  19,  1974 

Mr.  Theodore  Swem 
Room  1351 

Office  of  the  Director 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
National  Park  Service 
US  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

RE:  Enclosed  comments  on  Draft  EISs  for  Alaska  National  Interest 

Proposals 

Dear  Mr.  Swem, 

Enclosed  herewith  you  will  find  various  comments  on  each  of  seven 
proposals  for  Alaska's  National  Interest  lands  as  follows:  Birch  and 
leaver  Creek  National  Wild  Rivers,  Kobuk  Valley  National  Monument, 

Selawik  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  Coastal  National  Wildlife  Refuges, 
Aniakchak  Caldera  National  Monument,  and  Chugach  National  Forest 
Additions. 

These  comments  represent  a position  taken  by  Friends  of  the  Earth, 
Inc.  whose  principal  offices  are  located  at  529  Commercial,  San  Francisco 
talifornia  94111.  It  is  understood  that,  as  Native  and  state  selections 
of  lands  are  made,  certain  boundary  changes  will  be  made,  and  that 
exchange  arrangements  may  further  influence  currently  proposed  boundaries 
in  all  proposals. 

Furthermore,  it  is  also  understood  that  certain  areas  of  administra- 
tive consideration  are  necessarily  flexible  because  they  require 
additional  thought,  such  as  subsistence  uses  of  resources  contained 
within  each  proposal  area.  It  should  be  very  clearly  understood 
that  Friends  of  the  Earth  has  always  strongly  supported  the  traditionally 
oriented  aboriginal  ways  of  our  Native  people,  and  that  we  shall  continue 
to  support  these  practices  as  they  relate  to  these  lands,  based  upon 
demonstrated  needs  of  Native  peoples,  desires  to  retain  cultural 
patterns  among  them,  and  based  upon  good  conservation  practices  which 
assure  continued  productivity.  Friends  of  the  Earth  is  a friend  of 
Native  peoples  everywhere,  and  is  establishing  a record  of  assisting 
them  in  Alaska  where  they  need  and  seek  our  help. 

It  should  also  be  clearly  understood  that  we  consider  any  subsistence 
rights  and  priorities  which  are  made  along  racial  lines  to  be  unconsti- 
tutional. We  are  mindful  of  this  point  because  certain  non-Native 
peoples  living  in  generally  Native  areas  also  depend  upon  a continuation 
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of  the  use  of  certain  resources  in  a subsistence  context.  Vv'e  support 
that  continued  practice  under  the  same  general  guidelines  as  for 
Native  people,  and  we  note  that  these  non-Native  residents  are  few 
in  number.  We  do  urge  the  Department  of  Interior  to  come  up  with 
some  solid  guidelines  which  will  protect  both  the  resource  and  these 
people.  It  is  very  necessary,  for  example,  to  set  forth  clearly  how 
the  Secretary  will  review  the  need  to  allow  continued  subsistence 
uses  on  these  lands  after  specified  periods  of  time.  To  allow  Interior 
at  the  Secretary's  level,  or  at  the  agency  level,  to  make  such 
deliberations  and  decisions  on  their  own  without  direct  input  and 
full  participation  by  the  people  involved  is  wrong. 

There  must  be  a process  described  in  the  Final  EISs  which  demonstrates 
that  Natives  and  others  involved  in  subsistence  uses  will  cooperatively 
decide  such  matters. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  our  comments  frequently  refer  to 
substitute  bills  to  establish  these  D-2  units  which  have  been  introduced 
in  Congress  this  year:  S.2918  by  Senator  Henry  Jackson,  and  H.R. 

13564  by  Morris  Udall.  These  substitute  bills  have  been  written 
after  extensive  input  from  Alaska  conservationists,  wildlife  managers 
and  biologists,  economists  and  sociologists,  and  others  who  are 
well  aquainted  with  Alaska  and  its  people,  including  botonists  and 
plant  ecologists,  anthropologists , archeologists,  fisheries  biologists, 
foresters,  sportsmen,  geologists,  housewives,  lay  .people  and  others, 
all  acting  in  the  private  sector.  ^hi6  input  was  participated  in  by 
Friends  of  the  Earth  at  the  Alaska  and  national  levels.  The  whole 
effort  was  coordinated  by  the  Alaska  ’Wilderness  Council,  an  Anchorage- 
based  study  group. 

The  Council  helped  to  coordinate  this  input  with  national  interests 
in  order  to  assure  that  national  interests  were  represented  in  the 
drafting  of  the  substitute  bills,  S.2918  and  H.R.  13564,  which  were 
introduced  in  Congress  by  request. 

Friends  of  the  Earth  is  a national  conservation  organization  with 
a national  membership  of  about  25,000  including  nearly  200  members 
who  are  located  in  Alaska  from  Barrow  to  Ketchikan.  It  retains  a 
conservation  field  representative  in  Alaska  and  works  closely  with 
Alaska  conservation  matters.  It  also  has  sister  organizations  in 
foreign  countries  and  operates  a Friends  of  the  Earth  International. 

As  such,  it  has  an  interest  in  the  World  Areas  Ecological  Program's 
Ecological  Reserves,  conceived  at  the  recent  UN  Stockholm  Conference  on 
the  Human  Environment.  'We  suggestse veral  D-2  proposals  be  recommended 
by  the  Secretary  for  this  program.  We  will  make  this  recommendation 
for  other  D-2  areas  as  we  comment  on  those  Draft  EISs  in  the  next 
few  weeks.  Questions  on  the  program  should  be  directed  to  David  R. 

Brower,  President  of  Friends  of  the  Earth  at  our  San  Francisco  address. 

We  consider  the  D-2  National  Interest  Lands  in  Alaska  as  one  of 
mankind's  greatest  opportunities  to  give  careful  management  and 
protection  to  some  of  the  greatest  expanses  of  wild  country  containing 
vast  undisturbed  ecosystems  which  support  great  populations  of  wildlife 
of  major  significance  in  the  entire  world.  This  opportunity  truly 
represents  our  last  chance  to  do  things  right  the  first  time,  on  a world- 
wide scale.  As  such,  we  are  aware  that  the  protection  of  these  vital 
lands  fits  into  the  overall  land  planning  opportunities  of  the 


State  of  Alaska,  and  that  it  represents  opportunities  unsurpassed  for  the 
Nation  and  for  the  World  at  large. 

Friends  of  the  Earth  will  continue  to  take  a major  interest  in  this 
matter.  We  ask  that  our  comments  along  with  this  letter  be  made  a 
part  of  the  official  record  of  comments  to  be  considered  in  the 
writing  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statements  for  these 
proposals.  We  will  also  vigorously  pursue  the  improvement  of  certain 
among  these  proposals,  to  more  satisfactorily  round  out  an  entire 
ecosystem  where  they  are  fractured  or  segmented  in  the  Interior 
proposals,  of  which  there  are  several  notable  examples.  Surely  in 
Alaska  there  is  the  opportunity  to  keep  entire  systems  in  tact,  a 
promise  which  the  Secretary  also  made,  but  which  he  has  been  forced  to 
break  by  purely  political  considerations. 


Enclosures 


Jim  Kowalsky 

Alaska  Field  Representative 
FRIENDS  OF  THE  EARTH,  Inc. 
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Friends  of  The  Earth 

David  Brower,  President 
Box  179G,  Fairbanks,  Alaska  99707 
(907)  452-3312 


m Kowalsky,  Alaska  Representative 

3irch  Creek  Nation?!!  Wild  River 

Comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Imoact  Statement  (SIS) 
June  2,  19?k 


Conclusions  and  Recor^end.o  tions 

Friends  of  the  ^ar th  supports  National  Wild  Rivers 
status  for  Birch  Creek,  to  preserve  the  river  and  its 
environment  in  n natural,  wild  condition,  to  prevent  de- 
gradation of  its  water  quality,  and  to  provide  a high 
quality  experience  for  visitors. 

We  are  pleased  to  note  that  this  national  wild  river, 
if  it  is  carefully  managed,  will  provide  residents  of 
Alaska  and  of  the  rest  of  the  nation  with  an  opportunity 
to  enjoy  this  river  and  its  setting  in  its  natural,  wild 
condition. 

The  river  and  its  typical  interior  Alaska  mountainous 
setting  would  also  be* available  for  important  research  of 
a wilderness  setting,  and  the  action  will  protect  im- 
portant habitat  value 3 for  fish  and  wildlife  c.s  well  as 
for  human  experience. 

V/a  recommend  that  a discussion  of  what  activities 
ere  computable  with  wild  and  scenic  rivers  classifications 
should  apoeor  in  the  Final  SIS  in  the  context  of  the 


statements  in  the  Draft  SIS  >:hi 


' r a i p>  ‘ 


; o s r o a chine , 


logging,  and  access  into  tho  by  mining  :»no  state 
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roads . 

Friends  of  the  Earth  rec o mm end s that  the  Fin.-;  1 E!3 
more  fully  recognize  and  analyze  the  impact  upon  water 
quality  of  Birch  Creek  and  its  tributaries  which  could 
result  from  mining  activities. 


Alternatives  Needing  analysis 
Alternatives  should  include  a discussion  of  pos- 
sible wilderness  or  prioi.tive  area  management  under  BLIv 
Conversi on  of  the  area  back  to  D-l  lands  is  not 
crecisely  explained  to  include  a series  of  possible  re- 
sulting land  uses  and  their  impacts. 

Under  discussions  of  other  rational  conservation 
systems  we  recommend  that  the  national  wildlife  refuge 
alternative  be  analyzed,  with  inclusion  of  the  Birch 
Creek  National  Wild  River  within  the  larger  refuge. 
Precedent  for  this  proposal  appears  in  Department  of 
Interior  proposed  legislation  for  D-2  lands  (S.  291?* 

V p 10  0 0 w P 1 ppph-', 

...  • .*  c i ^ y 1 | rX  _ i .-.  c tie  ^ t c 

Another  alternative  is  recommended  for  discussion, 
that  of  designation  of  the  upper  Birch  Creek  and  tribu- 
taries os  wild  rivers  within  D-l  status. 

Two  imnortnnt  influences  should  be  discussed-  as 


214 


par*  • of  any  evaluation  of  the  upper  Birch  Creek**:*??  ter- 
shed  alter.'ia tives . 

j . ) U ruler  3LH  D-l  management  we  call  the 
readers  attention  to  the  fact  that  pending  r.ev.T 
legislation  to  give  3LM  an  organic  act  does  not 
alter  the  1372  Mining  Law.  How  3 LM  would  manage 
this  Tapper  watershed  in  light  of  this 
deserves  careful  analysis. 

2. ) Should  state  selection  of  these  upper 
watershed  lands  prevail  as  another  alternative, 
the  Final  ZI3  should  thour oughl y assess  the  pos- 
sible impacts  of  this  alternative.  Included  should 
be  documentation  of  the  State  of  Alaska’s  record 
in  disposing  and  otherwise  managing  its  lands.  A- 
0ong  widely  recognized  facts  are  widespread  abuses 
of  Alaska's  open-to-entry  program  which  spawns  un- 
ol armed  development,  for  example.  It  has  issued 
special  land  use  permits  to  operate  mechanized 
recreational  vehicles  in  the  midst  of  & rural  res- 
idential area  .;ith  considerable  resultant  damage 
to  the  vegetative  cover  and  top  soil. 

It  has  sold  oil  leases  on  offshore  state  lands  in 
the  raids t of  valuable  fisheries  over  the  or o tests  of 


its  commercial  fisherman.  its  Beourtnont  of  high:-? 


*'"J3 
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is  laying  pi  sms  for  a road  syste.n  which  traverses  cri 
j cal  Calvin 3 areas  and  other  important  habitat 
and  sensitive  environsieii tal  areas • 

Thes°  end  other  examples  of  State  of  Alaska  at- 
titudes toward  developing  lands  need  to  be  examined, 
in  an  analysis  of  the  possible  alternative  of  state 
selection  of  these  uoper  Birch  Creek  lands . 


a t e r D i v?  r s i on 

’Je  find  a particularly  troublesome  discussion  in 
this  Draft  BIS  under  "Unavoidable  Adverse  Environmental 
Impacts"  (page'  ?3) . The  statement  (number  2}  reveals 
the  possibility  of  upstream  water  diversions.  This 
statement  needs  to  be  restated  more  clearly,  with  an 
analysis  of  what  it  means. 

Bur thermore , we  note  that  the  State  of  Alaska  ap- 
pears to  have  juristication  over  Birch  Creek  waters.  A 
question  to  be  answered  is  whether  the  State  of  Alaska 
is  enabled  to  divert  these  waters  for  any  purpose  as  it 
wishes? 


'./a ter  Quality  *>nd  Minin- 


Placer  mining  imuacts  on  tributaries  and  Birch 
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’re?".-;  are  not  detailed,  r.or  is  the  possibility  sug- 


3esled  for  greater  protection  through  various  alterna- 
tives in  V~e  context  of  viol r 3 impacts. 

Mining  assessment  work  vi thin  the  wild  river  cor- 
ridor should  be  documented,  as  should  the  likely  validity 
of  the  claims. 

Active  placer  mini ns  operations  on  tributaries 
Eagle,  Harrison,  Bear  and  Butte  Creeks  are  variously 


0 13  ^ 

~ ''•OJ 


:r  r>3  j 


to  be  in  violation  of  water  quality  standards. 


Has  the  state  enforced  its  water  quality  laws  with  re- 
spect to  these  operations?  Have  these  placer  mines  been 
identified  as  point  sources?  Has  each  applied  to  the 
U3  Environmental  Protection  Agency  for  a National  -Pollutant 
s charge  Elimination  System  permit  as  required  by  federal 
law  of  point  sources?  Has  any  water  quality  testing  been 
done  at  various  points  downstream  of  these  placer  mines? 

Just  exactly  how  do  these  operations  and  the  level 
and  success  of  enforcement  of  water  quality  laws  impact 
the  water  quality  of  Birch  Creek? 

What  is  t*s  analysis  of  the  discolored  water  at 
Eagle  and  Harrison  Creeks  mentioned  in  the  text  (page  32} ? 

How  do  all  the  water  quality  discussions  (both  exi st- 
ir. the  Draft  El 3)  relate  to  impacts  on 


^ v* 
JL  1 - 


n v*r-l  ;vi  * r\  fr  a v> 
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fisheries,  and  how  would  they  imp  net  the  possible  sport 
and  commercial  utilization  of  anadro  m ous  fish? 


8 


Re  si  on -o I h e 1 >1  tions h 1 o s 

The  Final  EIS  needs  to  examine  how  this  proposal 
fits  into  the  broader  land  use  picture.  For  example. 


on  a regional  bas 

:is,  how  does 

for  Beaver  Creek 

National  Nil 

Charley  National 

River?  The 

Wildlife  Refuge? 

How  does  it 

influence  ot 

Transportation  planning?  Regional  Native  Corporation, 
plans?  Hoot  does  it  relate  to  the  oeople  of  Fairbanks? 
Socially?  Economically?  Of  regional  predominantly 
Native  villages? 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
FRIENDS  OF  THE  EARTH 


1.  The  text  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the  policy  that,  except  as 
may  be  otherwise  prohibited  by  Federal  or  State  law,  existing 
traditional  subsistence  uses  of  renewable  resources  will  be 
permitted  until  it  is  determined  by  the  Secretary  that  utiliza- 
tion of  these  resources  is  neither  eooncmically  nor  physically 
necessary  to  maintain  human  life  and  necessary  to  provide 
opportunities  for  the  survival  of  Alaskan  cultures  centering  on 
subsistence  as  a way  of  life. 

If  it  is  demonstrated  that  continued  subsistence  uses  may  result 
in  a progressive  reduction  of  animal  or  plant  resources  which 
could  lead  to  long-range  alterations  of  ecosystems,  the  managing 
agency,  following  consultation  with  the  Alaska  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game,  canriunities , and  affected  individuals,  shall  have 
the  authority  to  restrict  subsistence  activities  in  part  or  all 
of  the  proposal  area. 

2.  We  believe  the  statement  adequately  describes  the  activities 
which  might  take  place  and  the  controls  which  must  be  instituted 
to  control  the  use  of  snowmobiles,  other  off- road  vehicles, 
logging,  etc. 

3.  We  believe  that  the  State  water  quality  regulations  (see  Appendix)  , 
adequately  enforced,  should  preserve  the  quality  of  Birch  Creek. 

4.  The  No  Action  Alternative  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the  several 
options  open  to  the  Secretary,  should  the  lands  revert  to  d-1 
status. 

5.  The  Four  Systems  studies  under  ANCSA  include  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  System.  The  Act  establishing  that  system  directs  study 
of  the  river  and  its  immediate  environment,  not  the  total 
watershed.  Further,  there  do  not  appear  to  be  sufficient 
differences  between  the  assessment  of  a separate  wild  river  and 
a river  within  the  Yukon  Flats  to  justify  this  alternative. 

6.  BLM  management  options  are  discussed  under  the  No  Action 
Alternative.  We  do  not  consider  this  a viable  alternative  as 
BIM  cannot  designate  a component  of  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  System.  This  requires  Congressional  action.  Further, 
administrative  or  Congressional  action  would  be  required  before 
the  d-1  lands  would  be  available  for  State  selection. 
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7. 


The  question  of  upstream  diversions  is  discussed  in  Section  II, 
Water  Rights  and  Navigability.  Section  13(d)  of  the  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  Act  provides  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  States 
over  waters  of  any  stream  in  the  National  System  is  unaffected 
to  the  extent  that  it  might  be  exercised  without  impairing  the 
purposes  of  this  Act  or  the  administration  of  the  river. 

8.  Alaska's  water  quality  regulations  were  approved  subsequent  to 
our  field  studies.  Thus,  there  was  no  way  of  knowing  for  sure 
the  extent  to  which  the  uses  were  in  violation.  We  have  no 
reason  to  assume  that  the  State  will  not  enforce  its  regulations. 

9.  The  statement  was  developed  in  accordance  with  NEPA  requirements 
and  CEQ  Guidelines  and  we  feel  is  a good  faith  effort  to  consider 
and  display  all  relevant  and  important  inpacts.  All  of  the 
items  identified  are  discussed,  but  perhaps  not  in  the  detail 

you  wish.  For  example,  transportation  is  discussed  in  Section  II, 
Transportation,  and  Section  III,  Impact  on  Transportation. 

Section  III,  Impact  on  Local  Economy,  identifies  our  estimate  of 
the  proposal's  impact  on  the  economy. 
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Friends  of  the  Earth 
arizona  branch 
p.o.  box  1893 
Scottsdale,  az  85252 


June  l?f  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Svrem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Dep*t  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Svrem: 

Please  include  this  letter  in  the  official 
hearing  records  for  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statements  on  the  proposed  Wild  River  Designation 
for  the  Beaver  and  Birch  Creeks.  It  is  Arizona 
Friends  of  the  Earth's  position. 

Although  we  thoroughly  agree  that  these  rivers 
should  receive  this  protective  designation,  we 
were  disturbed  that  the  EISs  did  not  propoerly 
e;^amine  all  alternatives,  especially  that  of  protect- 
ing the  rivers  entire  watersheds.  We  suggest 
this  might  be  done  by  adding  both  areas  to  the 
Yukon  Flats  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  The  impacts 
of  BLM  multiple  use  management,  including  mining, 
within  the  watersheds  of  both  proposals  are  not 
adequately  discussed. 


Thank  you, 


Yours  for  a better  Earth, 


lAs 


Kevin  Dahl,  Chairman 
Land  Use  Task  Force 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
FRIENDS  OF  THE  EARTH  (ARIZONA  BRANCH) 


1. 

2. 


Please 

Please 


see  our  response 
see  our  response 


to  Friends  of  the 
to  Friends  of  the 


Earth  Comment  No. 
Earth  Comment  No. 


5. 

4. 


222 


MMISSIONEKS: 

ORTIN  K.  ERIKSEN 
PHlNCe  RUPEHT.  R.C. 

IL'LS  M.  EVENS 
pei  rns'iURC,  ak. 

tNLLIAM  S.  GILBERT 

D AIN'J R IDG  C ISLAND,  V.A  . 

RANCIS  V/.  MILLERD 
VANCOUVER,  B.C. 

DCERT  W.  SCHONING 
WASHINGTON,  D.C. 

•’ILLIAM  M.  SPRULES 
OTTAWA,  ONT. 


.70//, 


J.'Ui  J„7-i 


BERNARD  E.  SKUO 
DIRECTOR  OF  INVESTIGATIONS 
AND  COMMISSION  SECRETARY 


INTERNATIONAL  PACIFIC  HALIBUT  COMMISSION 

ESTABLISHED  BY  A CONVENTION  BETWEEN  CANADA 
AND  THE  UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA 


8 January  1974 


OFFICE  AND  LABORATORY 
ROOM  250 

OCEANOGRAPHY  TEACHING  DLDC. 
UNIVERSITY  OF  WASHINGTON 
SEATTLE.  WASH.  MICI 


MAILING  ADDRESS 
P.O.  BOX  0 

UNIVERSITY  STATION 
SEATTLE.  WASHINGTON  06109 

Telephone  me.  4-1838 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

This  will  acknowledge  receipt  of  the  Environmental  Statements  in 
regard  to  the  ANCSA  and  Wildlife  refuges.  I am  uncertain  whether  your 
plans  effect  halibut  fishing  in  the  areas  concerned.  If  the  refuge  re- 
gulations do  not  effect  commercial  halibut  fishing,  we  can  accept  the 
draft  report.  If  the  plans  will  effect  this  fishery,  we  will  have  to 
know  what  specific  rules  or  regulations  are  intended. 

Sincerely  yours, 

3k — X-T.Sk-fi 

Bernard  E.  Skud 

Director  of  Investigations 
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THOR  TOLLEFSOM,  chairman 

RM  115,  GENERAL  ADMINISTRATION  BUILDING 
OLYMPIA,  WASHINGTON 
W.  R.  HOURSTON,  vice-chairman 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
VANCOUVER,  B.C 

RICHARD  NELSON 

BOX  2204 
VANCOUVER.  B.C. 

DONALD  R.  JOHNSON 

NATIONAL  OCEANIC  ANO  ATMOSPHERIC  ADMINISTRATION 
SEATTLE,  WASHINGTON 

RODERICK  HAIG-BROWN 

2250  CAMPBELL  RIVER  ROAD 
CAMPBELL  RIVER,  B.C. 


INTERNATIONAL  PACIFIC  SALMON 
FISHERIES  COMMISSION 


ESTABLISHED  BY  CONVENTION 
BETWEEN  CANADA 
AND  THE  UNITEO  S TArES 
F OR  THE  PROTECTION 
PRESERVATION  AND  EXTENSION  O*  The 
SOCKLTE  ANO  PINK  SALMON  f l&HER'ES 
OP  THE  FRASER  RIVER  SYSTEM 


A C COOPER 

DIRECTOR 

OFFICE  AND  LABORATORY 
P.  O BOX  30 

NEW  WESTMINSTER,  B.C. 


DE  WITT  GILBERT 

2852-44*“  AVENUE  WEST 
SEATTLE,  WASHINGTON 


TELEPHONE 

521*3771 


January  7,  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swera 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Sir: 

We  wish  to  acknowledge  your  letter  of  December  28  and 
enclosed  Draft  Environmental  Statements  in  regard  to  the 
Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act, 

We  do  not  believe  it  is  within  the  authority  of  this 
Commission  to  offer  comment  on  these  particular  environmental 
issues. 


Yours  very  truly, 


INTERNATIONAL  PACIFIC  SALMON 
FISHERIES  COMMISSION 


A. C.  Cooper 
Director 
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(202)  735-9577 


January  15,  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  dated  December  28,  1973  concerning  the  Draft 
Environmental  Statements  in  regard  to  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement 
Act  (ANCSA)  of  1971. 

We  have  looked  over  the  draft  and  appreciate  beinq  given  the  opportunity  to 
comment  on  it.  However,  we  do  not  have  enough  information  on  the  issue 
or  the  staff  capacity  to  make  a comment  on  the  proposal.  At  the  same  time, 
however,  it  should  not  be  assumed  that  our  organization  agrees  with  the  draft 
just  because  we  have  not  submitted  a comment  on  it. 

Although  we  will  not  be  making  comments  on  these  drafts,  we  would  like  to 
continue  to  receive  these  proposals  for  our  information.  Thank  you  for 
your  interest  in  NACo's  ideas  on  this  matter. 

Sincerely, 

Carol  Shaskan 

Legislative  Research  Assistant 
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2029  K STREET,  N.  W . , WASHINGTON,  D.  C.,  20 


March  13,  1974 


(202)  331-7020 

OFFICE  OF  THE 
EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem,  Chairman 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  Inter ior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem; 

The  National  Society  of  Professional  Engineers  is 
pleased  to  submit  the  attached  comments  on  the  Draft 
Environmental  Statements  with  regard  to  the  Alaska  Native 
Claims  Settlement  Act  of  1971.  These  were  prepared  in 
consultation  with  our  affiliated  state  society,  the  Alaska 
Society  of  Professional  Engineers. 

We  appreciate  being  given  the  opportunity  to  review 
these  statements. 


PHR  :jr 
Enclosure 

cc  - Donald  R.  Dent,  P.E.,  President, 

Alaska  Society  of  Professional  Engineers 
Robert  L.  Reitinger,  P.E.,  President,  NSPE 


Very  truly  yours. 


PaulH.  Robbins,  P.E. 
Executive  Director 


o o c 
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COMMENTS  ON  ALASKA 
LAND  RECOMMENDATIONS  E.I.S.  REPORTS 


The  National  Society  of  Professional  Engineers  recognizes  that  our  natural 
resources  are  a priceless,  yet  exhaustible,  heritage;  that  the  practice  of 
sound  conservation  should  always  be  the  National  policy;  and  that  many  of 
this  country's  natural  resources  have  been  and  are  being  exploited  and  wasted 
because  of  political  or  economic  short  sightedness  in  their  development. 

Since  many  of  these  resources  are  both  finite  and  irreplaceable,  we  believe 
that  their  conservation  and  development  require  a high  degree  of  engineering 
competence  in  cooperation  with  other  professional  skills  necessary  to  a sound 
conservation  program. 

It  is  with  these  premises  that  members  of  the  Alaska  Society  of  Professional 
Engineers  reviewed  the  draft  environmental  impact  statements  prepared  by  the 
Alaska  Planning  Group. 

Subjects  of  principal  concern  and  which  are  primarily  in  the  engineers  area 
of  expertise  are;  (1)  transportation  planning  and.  development;  (2)  mineral 
use  and  development;  and  (3)  balanced  land  use  planning.  Before  commenting 
on  specific  impact  statements  we  believe  some  general  statements  on  the  total 
proposal  package  should  be  made. 

For  example: 

1.  Either  by  design  or  accident  the  entire  northern  portion  of  Alaska 
(except  for  the  trans-Alaska  oil  pipeline  corridor)  may  be  blocked 
from  land  access  if  all  recommended  areas  are  placed  in  management 
systems  which  basically  oppose  development  of  land  transportation. 

While  land  transportation  may  prove  unnecessary  in  future  decades  the 
subjective  decision  to  presently  prohibit  or  grossly  restrict  it  in 
view  of  the  gas,  oil,  and  other  mineral  potential  (e.g.  Kobuk,  Brooks 
Range,  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  4,  etc.)  does  not  appear  to  be  in  the 
national  interest,  particularly  in  view  of  recent  shortages.  Review 
of  the  impact  statements  indicate  that  the  information  developed  for 
the  statements  has  been  gathered  and  interpreted  by  agency  personnel 
operating  from  a viewpoint  (except  for  Forest  Service  proposals) 
which  basically  opposes  resource  utilization  or  development. 

2.  Most  of  the  proposals  indicate  that  development  of  any  facility  or 
any  utilization  of  resources  will  require  further  detailed  analysis 
and  most  likely  a separate  environmental  statement.  We  recommend  that 
this  concern  be  extended  to  include  a complete  economic  and  resource 
analysis  of  values  foregone  by  placement  of  particular  recommended 
areas  into  particular  systems. 

3.  The  attempt  to  introduce  innovative  ideas  in  various  management  systems 
is  refreshing,  although  as  proposed  it  is  confusing  and  administratively 
questionable.  In  terms  of  mineral  development  in  National  Parks  and 
Wildlife  Refuges,  for  example,  assurance  must  be  given  that  adequate 
access,  with  feasible  environmental  constraints,  may  be  developed  and 
proposals  will  be  given  an  objective  analysis  by  administrative 
personnel. 
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4.  The  areas  of  ecological  concern  appear  to  add  80-90  million  acres  to 
the  proposed  84  million  acres  with  little  apparent  justification  other 
than  agency  desire  to  manage  more  land.  Further  explanation  and 
justification  is  needed  to  establish  credibility  for  objective  land 
use  planning. 

While  the  above  comments  are  general  concerns,  we  request  that  final  impact 
statements  address  the  following  specifics: 

Chulcchi-Imuruk  National  Reserve  - Report  indicates  (p.  270)  that  severity 
of  climate,  distance  from  population  center,  and  location  preclude  extensive 
development  or  use  of  area  even  if  not  included  in  National  Park  or 
Wildlife  Refuge.  An  analysis  should  be  made  objectively  setting  forth  that 
climate,  remoteness  and  inaccessibility  limit  tourism  and  recreational 
values  and  compare  this  with  other  resource  uses  which  will  be  foregone. 

Beaver  Creek  Wild  River  - The  logic  in  this  statement  does  not  appear 
objective.  Comments  on  page  21  recognize  that  life  styles  are  changing 
towards  a cash  economy  which  will  require  rural  development,  yet  the  proposal 
is  biased  against  transportation  development,  mineral  exploration  and  timber 
harvesting  and  states  that  these  necessary  uses  might  be  foreclosed  (p.  68). 

Kobuk  Valley  National  Monument  - Precluding  hydroelectric  development  (p.211) 
and  land  transportation  (p.  219)  without  a complete  study  and  objective 
analysis  is  neither  sound  land  use  planning  or  in  the  National  interest. 

This  is  especially  true  when  the  same  basic  philosophy  is  extended  throughout 
34  million  acres  of  adjacent  and/or  nearby  lands.  We  believe  it  is  in  the 
National  interest  to  work  out  a more  objective  compromise  between  preservation 
and  wise  use  of  resource. 

Stated  bias  against  transportation  development  (p.  216)  precludes  any 
rational  analysis  of  future  need  unjustifiably.  The  stated  intent  of  the 
Nana  Native  Region  to  select  Onion  Portage  appears  to  negate  this  report's 
most  important  justification  thus — the  withdrawal  of  1.85  million  acres 
possessing  high  copper,  asbestos,  jade  and  other  minerals  is  questionable 
in  view  of  mineral  shortages. 

Noatak  National  Arctic  Range  - Justification  for  the  subjective  time  limit 
(20  years)  prohibiting  any  mineral  development  or  transportation  development 
in  a area  with  high  mineral  potential  (p.  197)  and  geographically  located 
in  an  area  containing  two  proposed  primary  transportation  routes  (p.  191) 
is  needed.  With  the  energy  and  mineral  crisis  presently  confronting  us, 
placing  this  7.6  million  acres  which  is  either  contiguous  to  or  nearby  an 
additional  11.8  million  acres  preserved  for  the  same  purposes  should  be  further 
justified.  We  recommend  that  prior  to  placing  this  area  in  the  Refuge 
System  an  interdisciplinary  team  should  make  a detailed,  objective  cost- 
benefit  analysis. 

Gates  of  The  Arctic  National  Park  - The  errata  sheet  states  that  wilderness 
designation  is  not  certain;  however  the  278  page  analysis  is  based  on 
immediate  wilderness  designation  for  most  of  the  area.  Since  the  original 
Gates  of  The  Arctic  proposal  (HR  1127)  was  for  4.1  million  acres  and  this 
proposal  encompasses  8.4  million  acres,  the  objectivity  and  rational 
analysis  of  the  proposal  is  questioned.  We  agree  that  there  are  areas  of 
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tremendous  scenic  splendor  in  the  Brooks  Range  which  should  be  placed 
in  a National  Park.  However,  mineral  values  in  particular  should  be 
quantified  before  a decision  on  this  area  is  made  especially  since  the 
report  (p.  51)  states  that  metallic  mineral  resources  have  not  been  evaluated. 
The  report  should  also  mention  that  approval  of  this  proposal  in  conjunction 
with  the  Noatak,  Kobuk,  Selawik  and  Yukon  Flats  proposals  would  preclude 
rational  development  for  almost  all  of  Northern  Alaska. 

Yukon  Charley  National  Rivers  - This  2.3  million  acre  proposal  contains 
highly  mineralized  areas  (p.  195),  a proposed  major  land  transportation 
route  (p.  201),  and  two  major  hydroelectric  proposals  (p.  193).  The  report 
recognizes  (p.  202-203)  that  substantial  increase  in  demand  for  transportation 
facilities  will  result  if  the  proposal  is  implemented.  For  example,  the 
report  conveys  the  need  for  both  conservation  and  use  of  resources  (multiple 
use)  and  proposes  that  mining  in  certain  areas  be  permitted,  sport 
hunting  with  certain  qualifications  be  permitted,  etc.  This  rationale 
leads  to  the  conclusion  that  the  area  should  be  placed  in  a multiple  use 
system  rather  than  be  made  a unit  of  the  National  Park  System. 

Togiak  National  Wildlife  Refuge  - From  a systematic  land  use  planning 
viewpoint  the  facts  presented  do  little  to  support  the  conclusion.  For 
example,  it  is  recommended  that  this  2.8  million  acres  be  withdrawn  from 
mineral  development,  (p.  58  states  that  the  area  is  within  a major  hard 
metal  province)  and  future  land  transportation  be  restricted  (p.  120). 

The  justification  for  this  action  is  the  need  for  wildlife  protection. 

However,  the  statistics  in  the  wildlife  section  appear  low  in  comparison 
with  other  areas  (i.e.  32  ducks/sq.  mi.  in  this  proposal  compared  with 
60  ducks/sq.  mi.  in  the  proposed  Chukchi- Imuruk  National  Wildlands  Park 
and  99  ducks/sq.  mi.  in  the  Yukon  Flats  Refuge  proposal).  The  lowland 
(waterfowl)  habitat  is  only  a small  portion  of  the  whole  area.  For  other 
game:  caribou  (non-existant  p.  73),  few  moose  (p.  74),  few  black  bear, 

east  of  proposal  (p.  74),  grizzly  (less  than  100).  We  suggest  that  a complete 
inter-disciplinary  economic  analysis  and  inventory  of  mineral  resources  be 
completed  on  this  area  before  congressional  action. 

Lake  Clark  National  Park  - The  U.S.G.S.,  Bureau  of  Mines  and  Federal-State 
Land  Use  Planning  Commission  have  all  stated  that  the  Lake  Clark  area  has 
very  high  mineral  (copper  specifically)  potential  yet  this  report  does  not 
consider  these  assessments  and  prohibits  mineral  development,  hydroelectric 
development  and  places  major  restrictions  on  future  land  access  in  an 
area  which  is  critical  (geographically)  to  future  development  on  the  entire 
Alaska  Peninsula-Bristol  Bay  Area.  We  recommend  an  inter-disciplinary  team 
prepare  a complete  resource  (including  mineral)  and  economic  analysis  on 
this  area  prior  to  congressional  action. 

National  Forest  Proposals  - Since  these  proposals  will  be  managed  for 
multiple  use  we  believe  adequate  analysis  of  future  uses,  developments,  and 
protection  can  be  made  as  the  occasion  arises.  Our  major  concern  in  these 
proposals  is  that  the  recommendations  for  Wild  and  Scenic  River  classification 
appear  to  be  made  with  a minimum  of  information.  Further  analysis  should 
be  made.  Immediate  classification,  especially  for  wild  rivers  appears 
inconsistant  with  the  agency's  stated  multiple  use  approach  to  planning. 
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National  Wildlife  Federation 


112  16TH  ST.,  N.W.,  WASHINGTON,  D.C.  20036  Phone:  202-483-1550 


July  1,  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swbm 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 


Dear  Mr.  Swem: 


Reference  is  made  to  your  letter  of  December  28,  1973  transmitting 
the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statements  (EIS)  on  that  part  of  the 
Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act  (ANCSA)  pertaining  to  disposition 
of  previously  identified  "17  (d)(2)  lands". 

The  purpose  of  this  letter  is  to  comment  briefly  on  each  of  five 
separate  proposals  for  additions  to  existing  components  or  establish- 
ment of  new  units  in  one  of  the  four  National  Systems  - wildlife 
refuges,  parks,  forests,  and  wild  and  scenic  rivers.  Our  brief 
addressal  of  the  proposals  now  should  not  be  interpreted,  though, 
as  a lack  of  interest  in  this  important  action.  It  simply  means  that 
the  Federation  feels  it  will  have  ample  opportunity  to  comment  in 
depth  on  the  proposals,  if  it  elects  to  do  so,  as  each  is  reviewed 
by  the  Congress  in  public  hearings  during  the  next  several  years. 

Before  commenting  on  the  specific  proposals  we  would  make  one  general 
observation  and  recommendation  relative  to  many  of  the  proposals  being 
made  pursuant  to  paragraph  17  (d) (2)  of  ANCSA.  We  note  that  sport 
hunting  is  to  be  permitted  in  some,  but  not  all,  of  the  areas  earmarked 
for  inclusion  in  the  National  Park  System  . While,  that  approach,  in 
our  judgment,  represents  an  enlightened  move  for  the  National  Park 
Service  (NPS) , it  nevertheless  implies  irregular  scientific  management 
of  Alaska's  still-bountiful  wildlife  resources  with  cropping  by  hunting 
used  as  a management  tool  in  certain  areas  only. 

As  an  organization  dedicated  to  encouraging  the  management  of  all 
natural  resources  - especially  those  which  are  renewable  such  as  wild- 
life - the  Federation  is  firmly  opposed  to  any  plan  which  could  limit 
or  restrict  activities  associated  with  sound  wildlife  management.  We 
believe  that  professional  resource  managers  should  be  given  the  widest 
possible  latitude  and  be  permitted  the  greatest  practicable  flexibility 
in  the  decisions  made  and  the  actions  taken  to  enhance  Alaska's  wild- 
life resources.  We  anticipate  that  such  actions  will  cover  the  full 
management  spectrum,  ranging  as  appropriate  from  total  protection  to 
selective  harvesting  through  sport  hunting. 
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Because  of  our  beliefs,  the  Federation  has  never  been  completely  satisfied 
with  the  title  "national  wildlife  refuge".  The  designation  implies  a 
sanctuary  totally  dedicated  to  protection  of  the  wildlife  resources.  As 
you  know,  that  is  misleading  since  wildlife  are  scientifically  managed 
in  refuges  with  hunting  permitted  as  deemed  desirable. 

In  view  of  the  above,  the  Federation  recommends  that  scientific  manage- 
ment of  wildlife  resources  be  implemented  in  all  Alaskan  areas  intended 
for  inclusion  in  the  National  Park  System  and  that  all  decisions  regard- 
ing the  management  tools  to  employ  in  this  regard  be  left  up  to  the 
professional  managers.  The  remainder  of  our  comments  in  this  letter, 
as  well  as  the  contents  of  all  future  correspondence  on  this  subject  of 
Alaskan  lands  disposition,  should  be  viewed  in  that  context. 

The  National  Wildlife  Federation's  comments  on  specific  proposals 
follow: 

Kobuk  Valley  National  Monument: 

Our  main  concern  is  for  the  welfare  of  the  abundant  fish  and  wildlife 
resources,  both  resident  and  migratory,  contained  in  the  area.  Hence,, 
the  Federation  can  support  any  proposal,  including  that  described  in 
the  draft  EIS,  which  will  afford  optimum  enhancement  of  the  area's  fish 
and  wildlife  resources.  Also,  the  area's  other  resources  should  be  used, 
and  such  practices  permitted,  as  would  be  clearly  compatible  with  the 
continued  protection  of  Kobuk  Valley's  ecosystem.  Subject  to  the  above, 
the  Federation  endorses,  in  principle,  the  proposal  for  the  1.85  million 
acre  Kobuk  Valley  area. 

Aniakchak  National  Monument: 

As  with  the  proposed  Kobuk  Valley  National  Monument,  our  greatest 
interest  is  in  the  welfare  of  the  area's  outstanding  fish  and  wildlife 
resources.  In  this  instance,  the  wide  diversity  of  fish  and  wildlife 
species  - including  the  brown  bear,  salmon,  and  many  forms  of  migratory 
waterfowl  which  use  the  area  as  a staging  area  - make  it  especially 
imperative  that  all  realistic,  practical  measures  be  taken  to  protect 
the  habitat  from  commercial  encroachment  and  environmental  pollution. 

Also,  we  recognize  the  economic  importance  of  the  area's  fish  and  wild- 
life resources  to  Alaska  Natives.  Thus,  we  do  not  object  to  subsistence 
hunting  nor  to  the  continuation  of  commercial  fishing  as  proposed. 

There  seems  to  be  good  justification  for  opting  for  national  wildlife 
refuge  status  for  the  Aniakchak  area  in  view  of  the  importance  of  the 
coastal  plain  component  of  its  ecosystem  to  migratory  waterfowl. 
Nevertheless,  the  National  Wildlife  Federation  can  support  the  proposals 
to  establish  a national  monument  and  a national  wild  river,  provided: 

(1)  the  fish  and  wildlife  resources  are  subject  to  reasonable  scientific 
management;  (2)  the  NPS  makes  a special  effort  to  preserve  the  great 
migratory  waterfowl  habitat  values  of  the  215,000  acres  on  the  Bristol 
Bay  coast  in  a so-called  "Area  of  Environmental  Concern". 
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Birch  Creek  National  Wild  River: 


The  Federation  supports  the  proposal  in  principle.  Because  of  its 
convenient  access  by  road  and  air  from  Fairbanks,  the  uppermost  135- 
mile  segment  of  Birch  Creek  recommended  for  wild  river  status  will 
provide  Alaskans,  and  others,  with  an  area  of  great  outdoor  recreation 
value . 

Beaver  Creek  National  Wild  River: 

The  Federation  supports  the  proposal  in  principle.  While  Beaver 
Creek  is  not  easily  accessible  by  road,  its  relative  isolation  and 
quiet-flowing  waters  add  to  the  stream's  superior  outdoor  recreation 
values.  Because  of  its  interrelationship  with  the  world-important 
Yukon  Flats  migratory  waterfowl  habitat,  Beaver  Creek  is  deserving 
of  special  recognition  and  treatment. 

Additions  to  Chugach  National  Forest: 

The  Federation  supports  the  proposed  addition  in  two  units,  of  about 
672,000  acres  to  the  National  Forest  System  for  management  under  the 
multiple  - use  concept.  Both  units  possess  outstanding  recreational 
and  watershed  values.  Moreover,  the  College  Fiord  unit  contains 
significant  wildlife  resources  and  habitat  while  the  Nellie  Juan  unit 
has  excellent  wilderness  potential. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  express  our  views. 


cc:  Secretary  of  the  Interior 

Secretary  of  Agriculture 

Chairman,  Senate  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee 
Chairman,  House  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee 
NWF  Officers  and  Staff 
A.  W.  "Bud"  Boddy 


Executive  Vice  President 
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NORTHWESTERN  UNIVERSITY 


EVANSTON,  ILLINOIS  60201 


PUBLIC  LANDS  PROJECT 


20-10  SHERIDAN  ROAD 
EVANSTON,  ILLINOIS  60201 
TELEPHONE  (312)  492  3559 


June  23,  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman 

Alaska  Planning  Group 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Washington,  D.C.  20240 


Re:  Birch  Creek  National  Wild  River  Proposal 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


Dear  Mr . Swem , 

The  following  comments  on  the  above  DEIS  are  of  the  Public  Lands  Project,  and 
are  not  the  views  of  Northwestern  University.  The  Public  Lands  Project  is  an 
academic  study  group  at  Northwestern  which  conducts  research  on  the  administration 
of  natural  resources  and,  particularly,  of  public  lands  administered  by  agencies 
of  the  federal  government. 

(1)  Park  Service  Administration.  This  DEIS  has  neglected  to  discuss  an  important 
viable  set  of  alternatives:  Designation  of  the  Birch  as  a Wild  River,  but  administration 

by  a different  agency  of  the  Department  of  interior.  This  recomendation  is  not 
made  out  of  distrust  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  The  commentator,  in  fact, 
has  a good  deal  of  respect  for  the  Bureau,  gained  during  dissertation  field  work. 

The  Birch  could  be  administered,  logically,  by  the  BLM  (since  the  river 
flows  through  federal  lands  administered  by  the  BIPI, ) the  Fish  & Wildlife 
Service  (since  the  watershed  is  ecologically  related  to  the  Yukon  Flats 
National  Wildlife  Refuge,)  or  by  the  National  Park  Service  (for  reasons  detailed 
below.)  The  DEIS  properly  points  out  the  deficiencies,  of  management  of  the  Wild 
River  as  a Wildlife  Refuge;  we  are  not  advocating  this. 

We  advocate  Park  Service  management  for  reasons  of  administrative  efficiency. 

The  BLM  will  not,  as  we  currently  understand,  have  administrative  field  offices 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  Wild  River.  However,  the  National  Park  Serice  will  have  1 

a District  Headquarters  in  Circle  for  the  porposed  Yukon-Charley  National  Rivers 
facility.  Circle  is  approximately  15  miles  from  the  downstream  proposal  boundary, 
and  40  miles  from  the  headwaters  boundary  of  the  Wild  River  area  along  the 
Steese  Highway.  Administration  by  the  Park  Service  will  facilitate  visitor  use 
(eg,  information  on  use  of  the  Wild  River,  any  necessary  permits,  etc.)  and 
would  enhance  enforcement  of  regulations  on  the  Birch  Creek  Wild  River.  In 
addition,  administration  for  recreational  and  preservationist  values  is 
compatible  with  Park  Service  missions  and  objectives. 

This  same  recomendation  has  been  made  in  our  comments  on  the  Forty  Mile 
Wild  and  Scenic  River  DEIS,  the  Beaver  Creek  Wild  River  DEIS,  and  the  Yukon- 
Charlie  National  Rivers  DEIS.  Our  comments  on  these  four  DEIS's  are  inter-related, 
as  we  feel  these  four  proposals  are  logically  inter-related,  even  though  you  have 
treated  them  separately. 
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(2)  Water  Rights  and  Water  Quality.  Page  33  of  the  DEIS  notes  that  there  are 
two  applications  for  water  rights  upstream  from  the  proposal  area.  It  seems 
inconceivable  that  a withdrawal  of  2 MGD  from  the  creek  could  do  anything  but 
(a)  severely  alter  stream  flow  characteristics  and/or  (b)  degrade  water  quality 
by  addition  of  suspended  solids  from  the  placer  mining  operation. 

What  plans  does  the  Secretary  have  to  preclude  such  occurances  which  would 
severely  alter  the  values  of  Birch  Creek? 

(3)  Different  Segment  Alternative.  The  alternative  suggested  on  page  85 
of  extending  the  boundary  15  miles  downstream  has  merit.  As  the  DEIS 
notes,  this  area  is  within  the  Circle  Native  Village  Allotment,  and  it 
would  be  a gross  miscarriage  of  justice  to  pre-empt  this  allocation. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  department  should  inquire  whether  the  Village  would 
agree  to  a trade  of  other  lands  administered  by  the  Bureau  for  this  parcel 
of  land.  If  agreeable  to  the  Village  and  the  Department,  such  a trade  would 
make  for  a better,  more  viable  Wild  River  proposal,  and  would  also  eliminate 
the  need  for  construction  of  an  access  road  at  the  downstream  boundary  of 
the  Wild  River. 

Please  send  us  a copy  of  the  Final  EIS  for  this  proposal. 


Sincerely, 


Research  Associate 


PJC 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
NORTHWESTERN  UNIVERSITY,  PUBLIC  LANDS  PROJECT 


1.  BLM  is  the  successful  administrator  of  wild  rivers  in  other 
portions  of  the  country.  Since  it  administers  the  lands 
surrounding  the  proposal,  it  is  the  logical  administering 
agency  consistent  with  the  policy  stated  in  the  Nationwide 
Outdoor  Recreation  Plan  that  "Unless  otherwise  designated 

by  Congress Federal  recreation  areas  will  be  administered 

by  the  Federal  agency  having  the  major  landholdings  within 
the  boundaries  of  the  area  at  the  time  of  establishment." 

2.  We  understand  that  much  of  the  water  use  would  be  returned 
to  the  river  directly  or  indirectly  after  use.  The  text 
(Section  II,  Water  Rights  and  Navigability)  identifies  the 
fact  that  the  extent  of  water  loss  and  its  impact  must  be 
ascertained.  The  State  water  quality  regulations  (see 
Appendix)  , properly  enforced,  should  prevent  degradation  of 
the  quality  of  water. 

3.  Valid  comment.  Even  if  the  lands  are  selected,  it  may  be 
possible  to  work  out  a cooperative  management  agreement  with 
the  village  to  accomplish  wild  river  objectives. 
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Saguaro  Ecology  Club 

6250  82nd  Street 
Scottsdale,  Arizona 

85253 

Theodbr  R.  Swem 

Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
LT,S,  Department  of  the  Interior 
V/ashington  D.C.  202l\.0 

Dear  Sir: 


Please  rerly  to: 
k72$  N.  70th  St. 
Scottsdale,  Az.  8f?25l 

May  31,  1974 


The  Saguaro  Ecology  Club  supports  the  designation  of  Beaver  Creek 
and  Birch  Creek  as  Rational  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers.  Comments  on 
the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  follow. 

1)  Alternatives  that  would  protect  the  entire  watershed  of  the 
rivers  were  not  considered.  Perhaps,  since  both  streams  flow 
into  the  Yukon  Flats,  they  could  be  added  to  Yukon  Flats  Rat 1 1 
Wildlife  Refuge. 

2)  The  impacts  of  BLM  multiple -use  management,  including  mining,!  2 
within  the  watersheds  was  not  adeauately  discussed. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  express  our 
opinions  on  this  matter. 


y| 

- r •-  i . i - 


• «■  fpff. 


Sincerel 


7&rn 

Tom  Wright 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
SAGUARO  ECOLOGY  CLUB 


1. 

2. 


Please 

Please 


see  our  response  to  Friends  of 
see  our  response  to  Friends  of 


the  Earth  Comment  No.  5. 
the  Earth  Conment  No.  4. 
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June  6 i 1974 


Rogers  C.  B.  Horton 
Secretary  of  the  Interior 
Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary: 

Enclosed  with  this  letter  are  the  comments  of  the  Sierra  Club  on  the 
draft  environmental  impact  statements  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  on 
the  following  proposals  in  the  state  of  Alaska:  Aniakchak  National  Monument, 

Beaver  Creek  National  Wild  River,  Birch  Creek  National  Wild  River,  Additions 
to  Chugach  National  Forest,  Coastal  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  Kobuk  Valley 
National  Monument,  and  Selawik  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  We  will  appreciate 
inclusion  of  these  comments  in  the  record. 


Si nrprpl v 


Chairman,  Alaska  Task  Force 
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BIRCH  CREEK  NATIONAL  WILD  RIVER 


As  with  the  Beaver  Creek  National  Wild  River  proposal,  this 
draft  statement  does  not  confront  the  major  environmental  impact 
on  Birch  Creek  of  placer  mining  in  the  tributaries,  nor  does  it 
consider  two  other  obvious  alternatives  to  the  proposal,  both  of 
which  would  offer  a higher  degree  of  protection  to  Birch  Creek. 


Mining 


On  the  dozen  "at  least"  inactive  claims  within  the  corri- 
dor, which  one  has  had  assessment  work  done,  and  has  this 
assessment  been  done  yearly?  Will  failure  to  perform  such  work 
result  in  these  claims’  being  declared  invalid,  or  not? 

Regarding  the  active  placer  mining  operations  in  the  Eagle 
and  Harrison  Creek  tributaries,  and  the  Butte  and  Bear  Creek 
tributaries,  what  is  the  location  and  magnitude  of  these 
operations,  what  is  the  environmental  impact  on  these  tribu- 
taries, and  are  state  water  quality  standards  being  enforced 
for  these  operations?  Have  state  standards  ever  been  enforced? 
What  is  the  past  and  present  environmental  impact  on  Birch  Creek 
of  the  siltation  from  placer  mining  on  Eagle  and  Harrison  Creeks 
aside  from  the  aesthetic  impact the  water  discoloration  re- 

ferred to  on  page  32?  For  example,  what  is  the  impact  on 
sport  fish  spawning  grounds?  Was  Birch  Creek  upstream  of  the 
lower  boundary  of  the  corridor  ever  utilized  by  commercially 
important  anadromous  fish? 

Regarding  diversion  of  tributary  or  mainstream  (Birch 
Creek)  water,  the  two  million  gallons  per  day  diversion  above 
the  proposal's  upstream  boundary  for  placer  mining  has  potentially 
major  adverse  environmental  effects.  The  final  draft  should 


1 


2 
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relate  this  diversion  to  the  volume  of  Birch  Creek  in  that  area, 
and  discuss  the  impact  on  the  non-mineral  values  of  Birch  Creek. 

On  page  78  it  is  acknowledged  that  "Substantial  diversion 
of  water  within  the  proposal  area  would  be  foregone  as  would 
any  diversion  in  the  upstream  areas  if  of  sufficient  magni- 
tude to  unreasonably  diminish  existing  scenic,  recreational, 
fish,  and  wildlife  values  within  the  proposal  area"  (emphasis 
added).  This  statement  should  be  explained,  particularly  what 
is  meant  by  the  term  "unreasonably  diminish."  If  Birch  Creek 
is  established  as  a wild  river,  could  the  state  of  Alaska 
authorize  diversion  at  will,  as  seems  to  be  suggested  by  the 
next-to-las t sentence  on  page  71? 

General  remarks 

There  is  reference  to  snowmachine  use,  "timber  harvesting" 
(i.e.,  logging),  and  crossing  of  the  wild  river  by  a proposed 
state  highway  and  mining  access  roads.  Under  the  circumstances, 
the  final  E.I.S.  should  include  an  analysis  of  what  is  and  is 
not  permitted  under  wild,  scenic  and  recreational  river  desig- 
nation. 

On  page  88  is  the  statement,  "Use  of  motorized  over-the- 
snow  vehicles  for  subsistence  purposes  may  be  permitted  within 
wilderness  areas  in  Alaska."  This  assertion  should  be  docu- 
mented by  reference  to  written  policy,  if  any,  of  the  Department 
of  the  Interior. 

Alternatives 

Under  "inclusion  in  another  national  conservation  system," 
the  alternative  of  national  wildlife  refuge  status  for  the  Birch 
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Creek  drainage  basin  with  Birch  Creek  as  a wild  river  within 


the  refuge  should  be  acknowledged  and  the  environmental  impacts 
discussed.  S.2917*  the  Interior  Department's  Alaska  Conservation 
Act  of  Jan.  30,  197^.>  proposes  several  wild  rivers  within  pro- 
posed national  wildlife  refuges.  Specifically,  the  implications 
for  the  protection  of  the  Birch  Creek  watershed  under  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  jurisdiction  assumed  by  the  draft  E.I.S.,  and 
Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  jurisdiction,  as  suggested 
in  the  above  alternative,  should  be  set  forth  and  the  environ- 
mental impacts  of  each  thoroughly  discussed. 

Another  alternative  is  to  include  the  uppermost  (road) 
segment  of  Birch  Creek  as  well  as  its  tributaries  as  wild, 
scenic  or  recreational  river  segments.  Discussion  of  this 
alternative  should  include  a description  of  what  placer  and 
other  mining  operations  are  present,  and  how  inclusion  in  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System  could  serve  to  afford 
a greater  degree  of  protection  than  if  these  tributaries  we re 
left,  as  proposed,  in  d-1  status  and  subject  to  multiple-use 
classification  under  BLM  jurisdiction  or  to  state  selection 
and  the  hell-f or-leather  developmental  ethos  characteristic 
of  state  land  policy  since  statehood.  As  a case  in  point,  current 
Organic  Act  bills  before  Congress  do  not  include  revocation  or 
even  revision  of  the  notorious  1872  Mining  Law,  under  which  BLM 
would  have  to  manage  the  Birch  Creek  watershed  outside  the  Birch 


Creek  corridor 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
SIERRA  CLUB 


1.  Enforcement  of  the  water  quality  standards  (see  Appendix) , 
approved  in  1973,  is  a responsibility  of  the  State.  We  have 
no  reason  to  believe  it  will  not  do  so. 

2.  We  recognize  (Section  II,  Water  Rights  and  Navigability)  that 
the  effect  of  removal  of  this  amount  of  water  will  have  to  be 
fully  determined  and  evaluated.  Much  of  the  use  applied  for 
would,  it  appears,  be  returned  directly  or  indirectly  to  the 
river.  Therefore,  we  are  presently  unable  to  evaluate  the 
impact.  Section  13  (d)  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act 
provides  that  the  State's  jurisdiction  over  the  waters  of  any 
stream  in  the  National  System  shall  be  unaffected  to  the  extent 
that  such  jurisdiction  can  be  exercised  without  impairing  the 
purposes  of  the  Act  or  its  administration. 

3.  We  believe  the  statement  adequately  identifies  the  types  of  uses 
which  would  be  permitted  in  the  area  and  the  regulations 
necessary  to  control  them. 

4.  The  text  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the  policy  that,  except  as 
may  be  otherwise  prohibited  by  Federal  or  State  law,  existing 
traditional  subsistence  uses  of  renewable  resources  will  be 
permitted  until  it  is  determined  by  the  Secretary  that  utiliza- 
tion of  these  resources  is  neither  economically  nor  physically 
necessary  to  maintain  human  life  and  necessary  to  provide 
opportunities  for  the  survival  of  Alaskan  cultures  centering  on 
subsistence  as  a way  of  life. 

If  it  is  demonstrated  that  continued  subsistence  uses  may  result 
in  a progressive  reduction  of  animal  or  plant  resources  which 
could  lead  to  long-range  alterations  of  ecosystems,  the  managing 
agency,  following  consultation  with  the  Alaska  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game,  communities , and  affected  individuals,  shall  have 
the  authority  to  restrict  subsistence  activities  in  part  or  all 
of  the  proposal  area. 

5.  The  study  was  conducted  under  the  authority  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  Act  which  provides  for  the  preservation  of  certain  rivers 
and  their  immediate  environments.  Thus,  this  was  not  a viable 
alternative  to  a wild  river  proposal. 
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Edciets  of  flmtmcflR  Forestebs 


Alaska  Section 
333  Madison 

Ketchikan,  Alaska  99901 


Only  that  portion  of  this  letter 
addressing  the  Birch  Creek 
proposal  has  been  reproduced. 


June  13,  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swern,  Chairman 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Dear  Mr . Swem : 

The  Alaska  Section  of  the  Society  of  American  Foresters,  representing 
more  than  150  forestry  professionals  throughout  the  State  of  Alaska, 
is  keenly  aware  of  the  many  important  contributions  that  forest  resources 
can  make  to  the  material,  social,  and  spiritual  well-being  of  the  nation 
and  the  State  of  Alaska.  These  contributions  are  determined  in  large 
measure  by  the  objectives,  policies,  and  means  of  the  forest  landowners, 
whether  the  landowner  is  the  public,  shareholders  of  a corporation,  or 
individuals.  The  Alaska  Section  of  the  Society  is  especially  interested 
in  the  Draft  Environmental  Statements  on  the  Secretary's  Proposals  for 
land  withdrawals  under  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act  of  1971, 
since  basic  objectives  and  policies  for  much  forest  land  owned  by  the 
public  is  proposed.  These  objectives  and  policies  will  have  substantial 
effect  on  the  quality,  quantity,  and  variety  of  outputs  provided  by 
forest  land  managed  under  the  proposed  withdrawals  and  will  play  a 
key  role  in  guiding  prescriptions  by  forestry  professionals  of  practices 
necessary  to  achieve  such  goals  and  objectives. 

Forest  lands  normally  provide  the  largest  net  sum  benefits  to  society 
when  managed  for  multiple  use.  Multiple  use  is  a strategy  of  deliberate 
land  management  for  two  or  more  purposes  which  utilizes,  without  impairment, 
the  capabilities  of  the  land  to  meet  different  demands  simultaneously. 

Uses  of  forest  lands  should  be  skillfully  coordinated  unless  there  is 
demonstrable  need  for  exclusive  use.  Establishing  priorities  of  land 
use  is  valuable  procedure  in  the  multiple-use  management  of  forest  lands, 
especially  where  land-use  conflicts  may  occur.  Land  use  priorities 
should  be  based  on  the  objectives  and  needs  of  the  landowner,  reviewed 
periodically  and,  where  necessary,  changed  to  reflect  changing  conditions 
of  resources  and  changing  needs  of  people. 

The  Section  finds  that  many  of  the  proposals  for  these  land  withdrawals 
eliminate  large  areas  of  forest  lands  from  multiple  use  management  by 
inclusion  in  proposed  parks,  monuments,  and  refuges,  unnecessarily 
eliminate  mining,  one  of  the  traditional  multiple  uses  where  adequate 
safeguards  could  be  included  in  legislation,  and  preclude  access  to 
and  through  withdrawals  which  would  deny  the  most,  productive  use  of 
adjacent  State,  Federal,  Native,  and  private  lands. 
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COK  INLET  CHAPTER 
IJNEAU  CHAPTER 
ETCHIKAN  CHAPTER 
UKON  RIVER  CHAPTER 


OntRicnu 

Alaska  Section 


fORESIER 


With  the  above  thoughts  in  mind,  the  Alaska  Section  of  the  Society  of 
American  Foresters  requests  that  this  general  statement  be  included  as 
part  of  the  comments  on  each  proposal. 

I have  enclosed  specific  comments  which  should  become  a part  of  the 
review  of  individual  proposals. 


Sincerely, 


MAGNUS  E.  CHELSTAD 
Chairman 


Enclosure 
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Alaska  Section 
Juneau  Chapter 
P.O.  Box  1305 
Juneau,  Alaska  99801 


May  28,  1974 

Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  Interior 

Washington,  D.C.  Subj:  Env.  Inpact  St. 

Secretarial  Proposals 
for  Land  Withdrawals 


Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

Merrbers  of  the  Juneau  Chapter  of  the  Society  of  American  Foresters,  being 
knowledgeable  in  the  field  of  land  management  and  Alaska  in  general,  have 
reviewed  the  subject  proposal.  Following  thorough  discussion,  the  Chapter  on 
April  22  resolved  as  follows: 

WHEREAS  many  of  the  environmental  statements  for  Alaska  land  withdrawals: 

(1)  eliminate  large  areas  of  forest  lands  f ran  multiple  use  management  by 
inclusion  in  proposed  parks,  monuments  and  refuges,  (2)  unnecessarily  eliminate  i 
mining,  one  of  the  traditional  multiple  uses  where  adecjuate  safeguards  could  be 
included  in  legislation,  (3)  disregard  results  of  hearings  held  by  the  Joint 
Federal-State  Land  Use  Planning  Commission  which  preceded  release  of  the  2 

Department  of  Interior's  proposals  for  parks,  monuments  and  refuges,  thus 
denying  this  Society  from  public  input,  (4)  preclude  access  to  and  through 
withdrawal s and  thus  deny  the  best  use  of  adjacent  State,  Federal,  Native  and  I ^ 
private  lands  for  Jheir  most  productive  use. 

NOW  THEREFORE  BE  IT  RESOLVED  that  the  Juneau  Chapter  of  the  Society  of  American 
Foresters  urges  the  Secretary  of  the  Department  of  Interior  to  reassess  and 
amend  the  proposals  end  die  environmental  statements  to  provide  for  the  above 
mentioned  deficiencies. 


We  request  that  the  above  statement  be  added  to  all  proposals. 
Adopted  May  22,  1974. 


Very  truly  yours, 


\ 


c 


p 


JOSEPH  ZYj.IT'iskl 
Charm  tin,  duhehu  Chapter 

NS  ^3 
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Alaska  Section 

Sitka  Chapter 
P.0.  Box  850 
Sitka,  Alaska  99835 


Hr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

Members  of  the  Sitka  Chapter  of  the  Society  of  American  Foresters 
would  like  to  add  their  support  to  the  resolution  you  recently 
received  from  the  Juneau  Chapter  of  the  Society  of  American  Foresters. 

We  urge  the  Secretary  of  the  Department  of  Interior  to  reassess  and 
amend  the  proposals  and  the  environmental  statements  to  provide  for 
the  deficiencies  mentioned  in  their  resolution. 

A copy  of  their  resolution  is  attached  for  your  information. 

Sincerely  yours, 

ahJ.  (kib 

Alan  J.  Aitken 
Chairman,  Sitka  Chapter 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 

SOCIETY  OF  AMERICAN  FORESTERS  (JUNEAU  AND  SITKA  CHAPTERS) 


1.  In  making  d-2  land  withdrawals  and  the  recanmendations  to  the 
Congress  for  management  of  these  lands,  a basic  dilemma  was 
faced  which  is  implicit  in  a decision  involving  mineralogically 
unexplored  lands  such  as  those  in  Alaska.  This  dilemma  was  the 
choice  between  possible  values  of  developable,  nonrenewable 
resources  such  as  minerals,  and  the  resource  values  inherent  in 
natural  and  ecological  systems. 

In  developing  the  final  recanmendations  to  Congress,  the  need  ' 
to  leave  mineral  resources  available  for  development  was  given 
careful  consideration.  First,  sane  of  the  Systems  advanced  by 
those  proposals  contain  the  authority  for  and  the  objective  of 
mineral  development.  It  also  should  be  noted  that  the  selections 
made  by  the  State  of  Alaska  and  the  priorities  provided  the 
Native  Claims  under  ANCSA  already  have  excluded  vast  areas  of 
mineral  potential  from  "Four  Systems"  consideration.  In  many 
cases,  boundaries  of  proposals  were  redrawn  to  place  mineral 
belts  of  prime  potential  outside  proposals  with  restrictive 
management  categories.  In  other  cases,  management  options  were 
left  open  to  mining  where  identified  mineral  potential  was 
sufficient  to  warrant  such  action,  and  where  mineral  extraction 
would  not  prove  overly  damaging  to  the  environment.  However, 
in  order  to  canply  with  the  intent  of  section  17(d)  (2)  of  the 
Act  and  in  order  to  afford  adequate  protection  of  these  outstanding 
areas,  seme  areas  which  do  have  possible  mineral  potential  were 
recommended  for  protective  management  that  would  exclude  mining 
and  mineral  entry.  These  proposals  reflect  a need,  set  forth  in 
ANCSA  as  a Congressional  mandate,  to  preserve  certain  outstanding 
natural  and  ecological  areas  of  national  interest  apart  from 
mineral  development. 

2.  See  the  response  to  State  of  Alaska  Comment  No.  3. 

3.  In  directing  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  withdraw  up  to 

80  million  acres  of  land  as  units  of  the  four  National  Systems, 
Congress  recognized  the  desirability  of  providing  protection  and 
management  for  same  of  Alaska's  natural  resources  in  national 
management  systems.  This  does  not  imply  that  Congress  failed  to 
consider  the  economic  costs  but  that  it  recognizes  that, 
occasionally,  it  is  in  the  long-term  interest  to  forego  present 
benefits.  Indirectly  through  increased  costs,  seme  of  the 
proposals  may  preclude  development  of  certain  resources  at  present 
price  levels.  This  can  change  as  the  economy  changes. 
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THE  CONSERVATION  FOUNDATION 


1717  Massachusetts  Avenue  NW  Washington  DC  20036  • (202)  265-8832  Cable:  conservit 


January  22,  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swern 
Chairman 

Alaska  Planning  Group 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Washington,  Do  C.  20240 

Dear  Mrc  Swern: 

I wish  to  acknowledge  your  letter  of  December  28,  1973, 
and  its  transmittal  of  draft  environmental  impact  statements 
on  28  Department  of  the  interior  proposals  under  Section  17(d) (2) 
of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act.  The  Conservation 
Foundation  has  a long  background  of  interest  in,  and  studies 
concerning,  Alaska  and  we  are  following  closely  the  tremendously 
significant  proposals  for  the  creation  of  new  National  Park, 
Wildlife  Refuge,  National  Forest  and  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
areas  there.  We  appreciate  your  forwarding  the  impact  state- 
ment to  us. 

As  Mr.  Atkeson  has  explained  to  you,  we  ourselves  expect 
to  undertake  a one-year  study  of  the  management  issues  involved 
in  Congress*  final  designation  of  the  d-2  areas.  Rather  than 
make  isolated  comments  on  the  impact  statements  on  the  basis 
of  the  information  available  to  us  now,  we  propose  to  prepare 
a systematic  report  on  these  management  issues  that  will  take 
account  not  only  of  the  impact  statements  but  also  the  forth- 
coming recommendations  of  the  Federal-State  Land  Use  Planning 
Commission  and  our  own  field  survey  of  selected  D-2  areas  in 
Alaska.  We  will  keep  you  advised  of  the  progress  of  our  study 
and  hope  to  work  in  close  cooperation  with  both  the  Department 
and  the  Land  Use  Planning  Commission. 

I would  like  at  this  time,  however,  to  compliment  your 
Alaska  Planning  Group  on  the  excellent  work  in  the  impact 
statements.  Our  preliminary  review  indicates  that  they  are 
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both  thorough  and  useful,,  In  particular  we  wish  to  compliment 
the  exposition  of  alternatives  on  the  various  areas  and  the  very 
clear  identification  of  "areas  of  ecological  concern"  extending 
beyond  the  boundaries  of  the  particular  D-2  area  proposals 0 These 
aspects  assure  that  the  public  and  the  Congress  will  have  available 
to  them  the  type  of  impact  and  policy  analysis  intended  by  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act» 

One  'observer  has  already  identified  the  Alaskan  D-2  area 
designations  as  having  as  great  long  term  significance  for  the 
Nation  as  the  original  adoption  of  the  National  Park  concept  at 
Yellowstone  100  years  ago»  We  concur  in  this  view  of  the  importance 
of  your  work  and  will  hope  to  play  a helpful  role  on  our  part 
in  clarifying  the  issues  involved  in  the  ultimate  decisions  to 
be  made  by  the  Congress „ 


cc:  The  Honorable  Rogers  Co  B.  Morton 

The  Honorable  John  C„  Whitaker 
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1800  North  Kent  Street,  Arlington,  Virginia  22209 
(703)  524-3151 


March  18,  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr . Swem. : 

Please  expand  the  NEPA  process  to  preserve  Alaskan  Lands  to 
include  the  preservation  of  biological  diversity. 

I am  enclosing  an  excellent  statement  of  this  vital  concept 
written  by  Professor  E.  0.  Wilson  for  lay  readers  of  the  Harvard 
Magazine . 

It  is  imperative  that  we  have  the  humility  to  preserve  natural 
areas  for  their  own  sake  and  not  necessarily  for  our  use,  convenience 
and  profit. 

Alaska  is  our  last  chance  to  demonstrate  that  we  have  learned 
from  the  environmental  disaster  perpetrated  in  the  name  of  growth, 
progress,  boundless  frontiers,  infinite  energy,  etc. 

Please  let's  develop  a true  stewardship  ethic  on  behalf  of  our 
last  remaining  wilderness  natural  area.  Let's  value  it  for  what  it 
is  and  not  what  some  think  it  should  be  made  to  be. 


drville  M.  Tice  ( 
Director  of  Development 


OMT/lt 

Enc 
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TIJE  FUTURE  OF  TIIE  GLOBE:  WILDLIFE 


We  are  a long  wav  from  understanding  all  the  economic, 
health,  and  aesthetic  advantages  of  species  diversity. 
Like  latter-day  Noahs,  we  had  better  work  to  insure 
the  variety  of  earth's  creatures. 


by  Edward  O.  Wilson 

In  a world  of  shrinking  faith  and  uncertain  trumpets, 
very  few  nioial  precepts  are  any  longer  accepted  as  abso- 
lute. We  can  nevertheless  hope  that  one  of  them  will  be 
the  ethic  of  organic  diversity,  which  goes  like  this:  Man 
must  conduct  himself  in  such  a way  that  he  adds  as  little 
as  possible  to  the  extinction  rate  of  species  on  earth. 
Wherever  he  can,  without  seriously  threatening  his  own 
welfare,  he  should  actively  reduce  the  extinction  rate, 
thereby  increasing  the  number  of  species  that  can  survive 
in  equilibrium  on  the  globe. 

Of  course  there  have  to  be  exceptions  to  this  dictum.  If 
the  genus  Plasmodium  disappeared  from  the  face  of  the 
earth,  and  took  with  it  all  of  the  agony  it  causes  human 
beings  and  wildlife  species,  lew  people  would  mourn.  The 
genus  includes  the  parasites  that  cause  malaria,  and  we 
are  not  likely  to  delay  its  extinction.  In  general,  however, 
we  will  do  well  to  recognize  that  man  is  the  steward  of  the 
world’s  natural  resources,  the  self-appointed  but  still 
profoundly  ignorant  steward;  that  the  living  part  of  the 
environment  is  still  mostly  unknown  to  him;  and  that  he 
has  therefore  scarcely  begun  to  conceive  of  the  possible 
benefits  that  the  world's  organisms  will  ultimately  bring 
in  economic  welfare,  health,  and  aesthetic  pleasure. 

To  sense  the  depth  of  man’s  ignorance  in  these  mat- 
ters, consider  that  biologists  do  not  even  know  to  the 
nearest  order  of  magnitude  how  many  species  exist.  Ten 
years  ago  the  popularly  accepted  figure  for  animals  was 
the  British  ecologist  C.  B.  Williams's  estimate  of  three 
million,  based  mi  extrapolations  of  species-abundance 
curves.  Now  some  authors  use  the  figure  ten  million,  an 
ordcr-of- magnitude  conjecture  advanced  in  the  manner 
of  physics.  The  reason  for  the  upward  revision  is  twofold. 
First,  habitats  previously  thought  to  be  barren  or  sparse- 
ly populated,  such  as  the  deep  sea  floor,  have  been  found 
to  contain  a rich  variety  of  organisms.  Whole  faunas, 
such  as  the  marine  annelids,  abyssyal  benthos,  and  many 
insect  Vaxa,  arc  still  in  the  earliest  stages  of  I.innaean 
exploration.  Second,  we  have  discovered  that  a great 
many  species  exist  that  .ire  very  hard  to  distinguish,  that 
large  complexes  of  peoilv  defined  sibling  species  arc 
common  even  in  the  better  known  animal  and  plant 
group';. 

Ali  this  lack  of  information  must  be  balanced  by  an 


equal  amount  of  caution.  Our  best  strategy  is  a holding 
operation,  by  which  diversity  is  preserved  through  any 
reasonable  means  until  systematics,  ecology,  and  evolu- 
tionary theory  work  their  way  up  from  the  Stone  Age 
toward  some  degree  of  mastery  of  the  essential  subject 
matter. 

As  an  example  of  the  worst  thing  that  biologists  might 
let  slip  by  them,  consider  the  possibility  that  the  animal 
and  plant  life  of  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  could  be  min- 
gled by  migration  through  a new  Panamanian  sea-level 
canal  proposed  for  construction  in  the  198G’s.  The  pres- 
ent Panama  Canal  is  based  on  a series  of  fresh-water 
locks,  which,  by  lucky  circumstance,  have  prevented  the 
free  migration  of  organisms  from  the  Atlantic  to  the 
Pacific. 

Three  to  five  million  years  ago  the  emergence  of  the 
Panama  Isthmus  cut  the  straits  that  connected  the  Pacif- 
ic Ocean  and  Caribbean  Sea,  isolating  the  marine  popu- 
lations on  either  side.  The  existing  ecological  differences 
between  the  inshore  habitats  are  substantial.  The  Atlan- 
tic coast  has  moderate  tides,  sandy  beaches,  mangrove 
swamps,  and  rich  coral  reefs.  The  Pacific  side  is  charac- 
terized by  strong  tides,  more  silty  water,  periodic  up- 
xvcllings  of  cold  nutrient-rich  water,  rocky  shores  created 
by  extensive  lava  flows,  and  limited,  depauperate  coral 
reefs.  Accelerated  no  doubt  by  such  differences  in  the 
physical  environment,  evolution  has  proceeded  mostly  to 
the  species  level  and  beyond.  Of  the  roughly  20,003  spe- 
cies of  marine  animals  and  plants  that  occur  on  both 
sides  of  the  Panama  Isthmus,  perhaps  no  more  than  10 
percent  are  held  in  common.  In  the  extreme  case  of  the 

Edward  O.  Wilson  (opposite)  is  professor  of  zoology  and 
curator  in  entomology  at  the  Museum  of  Comparative 
Zoology  at  Harvard,  llis  chief  interests  are  biopeopntphy 
and  species  diversity,  and  the  social  behavior  of  insects, 
particularly  ants.  He  is  the  author,  with  II.  il. 
MacArtbur.  of  The  Theory  of  Island  Biogeography 
(/'/'./ the  orieftud  wort,  on  that  subject,  and  ot  The 
li'M-ct  Societies  t/97/).  An  euthttji.isl.'c  teacher,  he  pc.cs 
Harvard’s  rlemetiltny  bhilo-ey  enwse.  as  well  as  a :<  :,:i 
narjor  pi. tic  tie  stud.  : a , <t  i the  feasibility  of  a penc.'ul 
science  of  soeitibiol  yy. 
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The  present  Panama  Canal  consists  of  a series  of  locks,  which  isolate  the  marine,  papu- 
lations of  the  Pacific  Ocean  ami  the  Caribbean  Sea.  A new  Panamanian  sea- level  canal, 
proposed  for  construction  in  the  I ‘ISO's,  by  allowing  the  migration  of  animals  and 
plants  between  the  two  oceans,  might  cause  widespread  species  extinction.  The  new 
canal's  route,  recommended  by  the  Atlantic- Pacific  Intervceanic  Canal  St  tidy  Com- 
mission in  its  special  report  to  the  President,  is  shown  here  as  the  heavy  black  line  run- 
ning ten  miles  to  the  west  of  the  existing  canal. 


fishes  and  mollusks,  lower  In. in  I pereent 
are  held  in  common.  What  would  hap- 
pen if  live  exchange  of  these  faunas  w ere 
permitted  through  a sea-level  canal?  On 
this  point  biologists  have  fallen  into  total 
disagreement.  The  following  diverse 
opinions  have  been  expressed  in  various 
articles,  seminars,  and  government  bear- 
ings during  the  past  eight  years: 

1.  There  would  be  only  a limited  ex- 
change of  species,  mostly  from  the  Pacif- 
ic to  the  Atlantic.  Life  in  the  two  oceans 
would  not  be  seriously  disturbed. 

2.  The  Atlantic  marine  biota — the 
ecological  entity  made  up  of  all  the  re- 
gion's animal  and  plant  life — is  richer  in 
species  and  hence  possesses  superior 
competitive  ability.  If  allowed  to  invade 
through  a sea-level  canal,  it  would  cause 
widespread  extinction  in  the  Pacific 
biota.  The  combined  extinction  rates  of 
the  Pacific  and  Atlantic  elements  might 
reach  5,000  species. 

3.  The  argument  in  2 is  based  on  the 
postulate  that  the  greater  the  number  of 
species,  the  greater  their  individual  com- 
petitive ability.  An  alternate  hypothesis, 
which  cannot  be  excluded  on  the  basis  of 
existing  knowledge,  is  that  the  greater 
fluctuation  of  the  Pacific  inshore  en- 
vironment induces  the  evolution  of  a 
higher  proportion  of  opportunistic  spe- 
cies, capable  of  wedging  their  way  into 
existing  biotas,  especially  within  areas 
disturbed  to  some  extent  by  man’s  activi- 
ties. If  this  model  is  correct,  and  the 
conjecture  in  2 is  wrong,  the  flow  of 
organisms  would  be  predominantly  from 
the  Pacific  to  the  Atlantic.  In  either  case, 
the  total  impact  on  the  two  oceans  can- 
not be  predicted. 

A.  An  exchange  of  biotas  would  be 
generally  unpredictable  and  dangerous. 
Species  could  extinguish  each  other  by 
excessive  amounts  of  competition  or  loss 
of  fitness  through  uncontrolled  hybridi- 
zation. 

In  fact,  biogcographers — scientists  en- 
gaged in  i lie  biological  study  of  the  geo- 
graphical distribution  of  plants  and 
animals — have  neither  the  theory  nor  the 
previous  experience  to  predict  the  out- 
come of  an  unimpeded  exchange  of 
faunas  across  a sea-level  Panamanian 
canal.  This  incapacity  has  become  in- 
creasingly clear  to  concerned  scientists 
who  have  tried  to  evaluate  the  evidence 
dispassionately.  Nevertheless,  a strongly 
cautious  approach  seems  mandatory.  It 
is  necessitated  not  just  l-v  : I ■ . • . real 

possibility  of  widespread  species  extinc- 
tion. I he  in) "odin.  iion  ot  >ud e o. \ 
species,  such  as  the  yellow  ! . |p.  d • < a 

'dill!..  ! . .:  J I I ! '•  i ' • s 1 • * . ! * . • ; : ' . 
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/■.•'antic  Ocean,  could  inflict  (.-iiou.’.li 
economic  or  ecological  damage  to  justify 
the  attempt  to  prevent  any  migration  at 

all' 

Previous  experience  with  the  careless 
mixing  of  aquatic  biotas,  for  example  in 
the  Great  Lakes  via  the  Eric  and  Wel- 
land Canals,  indicates  that  to  permit  the 
mixing  of  the  rich  tropical  Pacific  and 
Atlantic  biotas  would  be  playing  ccologi- 
cal  roulette  with  all  cylinders  loaded. 
Moreover,  a unique  biogeographic  exper- 
iment of  global  proportions  would  there- 
by have  been  performed,  without  ade- 
quate preparation.  The  natural  setting 
for  the  experiment  took  millions  of  years 
to  develop  and  cannot  be  repeated.  Biol- 
ogy should  be  fully  prepared  before 
allowing  it  to  proceed  even  piecemeal. 
For  these  reasons  two  groups  of  biolo- 
gists— a University  of  Miami  team  sup- 
ported by  the  Battcllc  Memorial  Insti- 
tute, and  the  Committee  of  Ecological 
Research  for  the  Interoccanic  Canal 
(CERIC)  of  the  National  Academy  of 
Sciences — have  independently  recom- 
mended that  some  kind  of  biological 
barrier  be  constructed  across  the  canal 
before  it  is  opened.  The  barrier  can  take 
any  one  or  a combination  of  several 
forms:  bubble  curtains,  ultrasonic 

screens,  intrusions  of  heated  or  fresh 
water,  and  others.  The  details  will  be  a 
straightforward  exercise  in  engineering, 
infinitely  simpler  than  the  one  biologists 
and  the  rest  of  humanity  would  face  if 
the  mixing  is  allowed  to  proceed. 

|!  "'A  ibgcographers  cannot  predict  the 
outcome  of  mixing  the  Pacific  and 
JL-"  Atlantic  biotas,  except  to  say  that 
it  would  be  dangerous,  because  such  a 
prediction  requires  a solution  to  one  of 
the  most  complex  problems  they  can  ever 
conceivably  face.  Similarly,  molecular 
biologists  cannot  say  how  the  tissues  of 
man  and  other  higher  organisms  devel- 
op, and  behavioral  biologists  are  unable 
to  explain  conscious  thought,  because 
these  problems  arc  also  the  Mount  Ever- 
est* of  their  respective  disciplines.  Like 
the  rest  of  biology,  however,  biogeogra- 
phy is  far  from  helpless  when  dealing 
with  smaller,  better  circumscribed  units. 

A quantitative  theory  called  island 
biogcography  can  be  very  helpful  to  us  in 
our  efforts  to  encourage  organic  diversity 
in  the  world,  flic  most  straightforward 
application  ol  the  theory  is  in  the  design 
of  natural  preserves.  Natural  habitats 
have  always  been  fragmented  into  island- 
like  enclaves.  Wiih  certain  exceptions, 
Mii'h  as  the  an  tic  media,  man  has  in’,  t, 
silk’d  this  process,  reducing  the  fiag- 


ments  in  size  and  increasing  their  degree 
of  isolation.  '1  he  number  of  species  be- 
longing to  a single  group,  such  as  birds, 
ants,  or  (lowering  plants,  that  will  exist  in 
equilibrium  on  a given  island  is  a func- 
tion of  the  area  and  the  degree  of  isola- 
tion of  the  island.  When  the  distance  to 
the  principal  source  area  is  held  con- 
stant. whether  that  area  is  a continent,  a 
set  of  islands,  or  just  a similar  habitat 
nearby,  the  number  of  species  ( S ) in- 
creases approximately  as  a simple  power 
function  of  the  area,  as  follows:  log  S = a 
+ zlog/l,  w here  A is  the  area  and  a and  z 
arc  fitted  constants.  When  the  indepen- 
dent parameter  of  isolation  is  increased, 
a rises  at  a rate  characteristic  of  each 
taxon  and  the  part  of  the  world  in  which 
the  relation  is  observed.  In  most  eases  z 
falls  somewhere  between  0.2  and  0.4.  A 
very  rough  rule  of  thumb  is  that  a tenfold 
increase  in  area  results  in  a doubling  of 
the  number  of  species  at  equilibrium. 

When  a nature  preserve  is  set  aside,  it 
is  destined  to  become  an  island  in  a sea 
of  habitats  modified  by  man.  The  species 
number  will  shift  from  its  original  equil- 
ibrium due  to  the  area  and  distance 
effects  just  cited.  As  year's  pass  the  diver- 
sity will  decline,  eventually  reaching  a 
new,  lower  steady  state.  An  estimate  of 
the  loss  can  be  made  by  comparing  the 
reserve  with  the  area-species  curves  of 
older  systems,  providing  appropriate 
systems  exist  under  comparable  condi- 
tions of  isolation.  Jared  Diamond  of 
U.C.L.A.  has  developed  an  elegant  tech- 
nique to  estimate  the  relaxation  rate  and 
secondary  equilibrium  values  in  the  case 
of  island  birds.  He  made  use  of  land- 
bridge  islands  that  were  disconnected 
from  New  Guinea  at  known  times  in  the 
recent  geologic  past.  His  results  have 
been  confirmed  and  extended  in  parallel 
studies  in  the  West  Indies  and  Central 
America.  Researchers  have  discovered 
that  significant  drops  in  the  number  of 
species  in  newly  disconnected  fslands 
take  place  over  a period  of  decades  in  the 
smallest  islands,  which  are  comparable 
in  area  to  small  natural  reserves  on  con- 
tinents, and  during  centuries. for  islands 
comparable  in  size  to  our  largest  national 
parks.  Barro  Colorado  Island  in  Panama 
provides  an  alarming  example  of  the 
high  potential  decrement  rate  on  small 
islands.  B.C.I.  is  actually  a forested  hill- 
top that  was  surrounded  by  water  fifty  to 
sixty  years  ago  when  Lake  Gatun  was 
formal  in  connection  with  the  construc- 
tion of  the  Panama  Canal.  It  lias  been  a 
nature  preserve  almost  since  the  line  of 
its  isolation.  Inserting  the  area  of  the 
island  (!>.S  mi.  ) and  its  known  period  ol 


Previous  experience  with  the 
careless  mixing  of  aqi’nlic  biotas, 
for  example  in  Ihc  Great  Lakes 
via  the  Erie  and  Welland  Canals, 
indicates  that  to  permit  the 
mixing  of  the  rich  tropical  Pacific 
and  Atlantic  biotas  would  be 
playing  ecological  roulette  with 
all  cylinders  loaded. 
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isolation  into  an  extinction  model  based 
on  the  West  Indian  studies.  John  Tcr- 
borglt  of  Princeton  University  estimated 
that  the  number  of  resident  bird  species 
should  have  declined  from  the  original 
205  observed  to  a current  fauna  of  188 
species,  a loss  of  sixteen  or  seventeen 
species.  This  is  in  close  agreement  with 
the  decline  actually  observed. 

The  new  information  from  island 
biogcography  shows  that  planners  and 
managers  of  national  parks  and  other 
natural  preserves  will  be  prudent  to  take 
the  natural  extinction  rate  into  account 
(in  addition  to  the  man-induced  extinc- 
tion rate)  and  to  choose  appropriate 
measures  to  minimize  it.  The  following 
basic  procedures  should  be  included: 

1.  Individual  preserves  must  be  made 
as  large  as  possible.  Since  the  areas  of 
preserves  will  always  be  fixed  by  political 
compromise,  estimates  should  be  made 
of  the  extinction  rates,  as  a function  of 
time  and  area,  of  the  most  vulnerable 
taxa  such  as  the  birds  and  mammals. 
Then  the  minimal  areas  demanded 
should  be  the  ones  at  which  the  initial 
and  consequently  highest  extinction  rates 
will  be  reasonably  low.  The  projected 
rates  should  be  such  that  only  large 
increments  of  reserved  laud  will  lower 
them  significantly  further.  In  other 
words,  land  acquisition  must  reach  the 
point  of  diminishing  return  with  respect 
to  the  most  extinction-prone  groups. 

2.  Unique  habitats  and  biotas  are  best 
contained  in  multiple  preserves, and 
these  isolates  should  be  located  as  closely 
together  as  possible.  The  reason  is  that 
extinction  has  a strong  random  compo- 
nent. Species  seldom  become  extinct  in 
every  part  of  their  range  simultaneously. 
They  tend  to  persist  because  ecologically 
suitable  localities  that  lose  them  can  be 
rccolonized  from  other  localities  that  are 
still  occupied.  Reciprocal  intercoloniza- 
tion of  preserves  can  proceed  indefinitely 
through  time  and.  if  aided  by  deliberate 
transplantations,  might  extend  the  life  of 
species  well  beyond  what  it  would  be 
under  natural  circumstances. 

3.  because  biogeographers  have  dis- 
covered that  peninsulas  have  fewer  spe- 
cies than  central  portions  of  continents, 
preserves  of  a fixed  area  should  be  as 
round  in  shape  and  continuous  as  possi- 
ble. (This  principle  and  those  embodied 
in  the  first  two  recommendations  arc 
ilhc.!i.  ted  in  the  dt.igiam  at  ri.,lil.) 

4.  l-'xtinclion  models  should  not  be 
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The  geometrical  rules  of  design  of  natural  preserves,  based  on  current  biogeographic 
theory.  The  designs  on  the  left  result  in  each  ease  in  lower  spontaneous  extinction  rates 
than  the  complementary  ones  on  the  right.  Doth  the  left  and  the.  right  figures  have  the 
same  total  area  ami  represent  preserves  in  a homogeneous  environment.  A:  a continu- 
ous preserve  is  better  than  a fragmented  one.  due  to  the  distance  ami  area  effects.  D:  a 
round  design  is  best,  due  to  the  peninsula  effect.  C:  dumped  fragments  are  better  than 
those  arranged  linearly,  due  to  the  distance  effect.  I):  if  the  preserve  must  be  divided, 
extinction  will  be  lower  when  the  fragments  can  be  connected  by  corridors  of  natural 
habilul.  no  matter  how  thin  the  corridors.  Another  principle,  not  incorporated  in  this 
figure,  is  that  whatever  the  design  of  a given  preserve,  its  extinction  rate  can  /,<  great!/ 
lowered  if  similar  ones  are  located  nearby. 
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We  can  create  wholly  new  biological 
communities  where  little  existed  before. 
An  artificial  reef  in  California's  Santa 
Monica  Day.  although  composed  of  the 
humblest  materials  dumped  onto  the 
muddy  bottom,  greatly  increased  the 
diversity  of  murine  life  in  the  area. 


its l rick'll  lo  the  most  conspicuous  or 
vulnerable  organisms  but  should  eventu- 
ally be  developed  for  all  ta.xa.  Those  dis- 
playing the  highest  degrees  of  cndcmicity 
and  vulnerability  (the  two  phenomena 
arc  generally  correlated)  deserve  first 
attention.  No  group,  not  even  the  hunv- 
blest  and  most  obscure  among  inverte- 
brates and  microorganisms,  should  be 
ignored. 

It  is  within  the  power  of  science  not 
merely  to  hold  down  the  rate  of 
species  extinction  but  to  reverse  it. 
Among  the  principal  aspects  of  the 
ecology  of  communities  now  under  inten- 
sive study  is  what’s  called  the  "species 
packing  problem.”  In  essence,  the  prob- 
lem is  the  identification  of  those  traits 
that  allow  certain  sets-of  species,  hut  not 
others,  to  be  fitted  together  in  the  same 
ecosystem  without  markedly  increasing 
the  species  extinction  rate.  In  other 


words,  ■ how  tightly  can  species  be 
packed?  During  colonization  by  undis- 
turbed biotas,  congenial  sets  of  species 
arc  gradually  assembled  by  chance  alone, 
raising  the  steady-state  species  number 
to  what  has  been  called  the  nssottative 
equilibrium.  Theoretically,  associative 
equilibria  can  be  planned  that  exceed 
any  occurring  in  nature.  Species  might 
even  be  drawn  from  different  parts  of  the 
world — not  willy-nilly,  as  in  the  careless 
importations  of  the  past,  but  after  care- 
ful cctil.’gic.il  anaiv'is  has  identified 
them  as  candidates  for  insertion  into  now 
faunas.  .Some  ol  the  iiist  ami  most  im- 
portant intri>ducU'':'s  would  Mini)  be 


"orphan  species."  those  on  the  brink  of 
extinction  in  I heir  native  range  but  capa- 
ble of  being  fitted  into  certain  alien  com- 
munities elsewhere.  1 do  not  suggest  that 
the  state  of  the  art  is  advanced  enough 
for  us  to  proceed  with  planned  biotic 
mixing,  only  that  species  packing  is  one 
of  the  techniques  of  applied  biogeogra- 
phy that  seems  likely  lo  become  practica- 
ble within  the  next  several  decades  on  the 
basis  of  current  and  projected  research. 

Optimism  is  further  justified  by  the 
favorable  outcome  of  a few  biotic  mix- 
tures that  have  already  occurred  haphaz- 
ardly, indicating  a degree  of  flexibility  on 
the  part  of  species  that  will  provide  bio- 
geographers  with  some  margin  for  error. 
The  Kaingaroa  Forest  of  New  Zealand, 
for  example,  contains  250,000  acres  of 
exotic  conifers,  including  Finns  radiata, 
P.  ponderosa.  F.  con  tort  a,  and  Fseudo- 
tsuga  taxifolia  from  North  America,  and 
Pinus  nigra  from  southern  F.uropc.  In- 
troduced native  birds  mingle  with  en- 
demic New  Zealand  species  in  this  syn- 
thetic environment.  Ecological  differen- 
tiation is  well  marked;  no  two  species 
have  the  same  feeding  habit,  and  the 
insectivorous  birds  exploit  all  of  the 
major  feeding  niches  except  that  of 
woodpeckers.  The  really  surprising  fact, 
however,  is  that  some  of  the  native  spe- 
cies arc  now  as  abundant  in  the  Kaingar- 
oa Forest  as  in  almost  any  native  forest, 
and  some  are  more  abundant  than  in 
most  of  the  remainder  of  their  range. 
Furthermore,  the  invertebrate  fauna  of 
the  forest  consists  mostly  of  native  spe- 
cies. 

Two  circumstances  arc  special  in  the 
case  of  the  birds.  First,  the  number  ol 
species  is  still  small,  largely  because  the 
New  Zealand  fauna  was  poorly  developed 
to  start  with,  and  the  mixed  community 
has  probably  not  yet  met  many  of  the 
difficulties  in  packing  that  would  be 
routine  in  large  continental  faunas.  Sec- 
ond, forest  birds  are  differentiated  to  a 
large  degree  by  foliage  height  and  profile 
rather  than  by  the  species  of  trees  in 
which  they  live.  Certain  kinds  of  insects 
that  feed  on  only  one  or  a few  kinds  of 
plants,  particularly  those  specializing  on 
hardwoods,  would  in  most  instances  find 
it  impossible  to  penetrate  the  Kaingaroa 
conifers.  Yet  the  lesson  is  clear:  what 
works  in  part  by  accident  can  be  brought 
closer  to  perfection  through  design. 

Ultimately,  design  might  also  include 
the  artificial  selection  of  strains,  or  even 
the  creation  of  new  species,  for  the  pur- 
poses olbiolk.  enrichment.  If  lie.  o;y  ;n„| 
experiment  indicate  that  an  orphaned 
species  cannot  he  lilted  into  any  existing 
communities,  sir.. ins  might  be  ■ . I • -tej 
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A rcailiiif;  list 
on  l)ir>!o£h\".l  diversity 
and  ils  preservation 

Tlic  following  books  and  articles 
arc  suggested  by  Edward  Wilson 
for  a more  extended  introduction 
to  tbe  basic  principles  of  ecology, 
especially  those  that  relate  to  con- 
servation and  the  preservation  of 
diversity. 

Books 

Edward  O.  Wilson  cl  al. , Life  on 
Earth,  Sinaucr  Associates,  Stam- 
ford, Conn.,  1973.  This  elementary 
biology  textbook  contains  most  of 
the  fundamental  ideas  of  modern 
ecology  and  biogcography  and  can 
sene  as  a stepping  stone  to  all  but 
the  most  technical  reports  on  these 
subjects. 

Robert  II.  MacArthur.  Geographi- 
cal Ecology:  Patterns  in  the  Distri- 
bution of  Species,  Harper  and 


Row,  New  York.  1972.  A some- 
what advanced  but  definitive  text- 
book that  explains  the  current 
status  of  the  theory  of  species  di- 
versity. 

David  \V.  Ehronfcld,  Biological 
Conservation,  Holt,  Rinehart,  and 
Winston,  New  York,  1970.  A pro- 
vocative and  clearly  written  intro- 
duction to  the  practical  aspects  of 
the  subject. 

Articles 

W.  I.  Aron  and  S.  H.  Smith,  "Ship 
canals  and  aquatic  ecosystems.” 
Science,  Volume  174,  pages  13-20, 
1971.  A balanced  review  of  the 
perils  of  mixing  animals  and 
plants  from  different  oceans. 

Jared  M.  Diamond,  “Distribution- 
al ecology  of  New  Guinea  birds,” 
Science,  Volume  179,  pages  759- 
769,  1973.  Describes  the  method 
by  which  the  natural  extinction 
rate  on  islands  and  other  isolated 
preserves  can  be  estimated. 


within  captive  populations  of  that  species 
and  eventually  inserted  into  one  or  more 
existing  communities.  1 do  not  seriously 
suggest  that  such  a procedure  will  be 
followed  in  the  foreseeable  future  for  any 
but  a very  few  of  the  organisms  most 
valued  by  man.  Furthermore,  the  genetic 
molding  of  communities  is  a technology 
that  cannot  be  seriously  contemplated 
until  the  inchoate  discipline  of  popula- 
tion ecology  has  moved  closer  to  a full 
solution  of  the  species  packing  problem. 

~ \ any  of  the  earth's  major  liubi- 

\/  | lats  arc  biological  deserts:  the 
_L  V Ji.  open  sea,  the  ice  caps,  some  of 
the  trace-element  barrens,  and  the  real 
deserts,  the  extremes  of  which  arc  virtu- 
ally lifeless.  Quite  by  coincidence,  tech- 
nology is  at  this  moment  driving  toward 
two  major  goals  that  could  transform 
these  areas:  an  unlimited  or  at  least  vast- 
ly greater  source  of  energy,  and.  as  one  of 
the  principal  benefits  of  the  fust,  the 
cheap  ilcsaliri/.ilion  of  sea  watci.  With 
the  achievement  of  these  goals,  men  will 
move  ineieasiivg.lv  onto  the  land  deserts, 
c. ntying  ivmu, unifies  ol  oig.un.ne.  with 
them.  One  may  hope  that  we  will  not  he 


satisfied  with  limiting  ourselves  to  a 
baggage  of  domestic  animals,  house- 
plants,'  pests,  and  commensals.  It  lies 
easily  within  our  power  to  create  wholly 
new  parks  and  reserves  where  nothing 
existed  before  in  historical  times.  But 
what  will  go  into  these  de  novo  communi- 
ties? Thought  about  this  subject  sharp- 
ens one’s  vision  of  the  future  of  applied 
biogcography. 

In  fact,  the  deliberate  creation  of  new 
biological  communities  has  already 
begun.  Large  areas  of  desert-like  barrens 
in  Australia  have  been  transformed  into 
agricultural  land  by  the  simple  addition 
of  zinc,  copper,  and  molybdenum, 
“trace"  elements  required  for  life  that 
were  previously  present  in  abnormally 
low  quantities.  Marine  biologists  have 
discovered  that  artificial  reels,  with  rich 
complements  of  reef  organisms,  can  be 
created  just  by  dumping  concrete  rubble, 
abandoned  automobiles,  used  automo- 
bile tires,  and  similar  inert  refuse  onto 
the  mud  or  sand  Hoots  of  shallow  marine 
witters.  Successful  experiments  of  this 
nature  have  been  conducted  off  the 
shotes  o!  1 lot  id. i and  ( alilornin. 

V.'liat  these  elicits  i n ■ aider  ;.ic  in 


effect  habitat  islands,  the  biotas  of  which 
grow  and  equilibrate  according  to  the 
same  laws  of  biogcography  governing 
wholly  natural  islands.  The  communities 
are  not  likely  to  be  as  diverse  as  those 
that  have  evolved  for  millions  ol  years  in 
the  natural  islands,  yet  the  process  of 
enrichment  can  be  speeded  by  the  de- 
liberate importation  of  compatible  spe- 
cies to  reach  new  and  higher  assortativc 
equilibria,  to  create  intricate,  fascinating 
new  communities.  This  is  another  aspect 
of  biogcographic  technology  that  ongo- 
ing basic  research  might  render  practica- 
ble during  the  next  few  decades. 


r ffl  l’c  greatest  misfortune  that 
awaits  the  human  intellect  is  to 

JL  be  no  longer  faced  with  some- 
thing commensurate  with  its  capacity  for 
wonder.  If  tiic  golden  age  of  science  real- 
ly ends,  and  research  shrinks  to  a few 
remote  and  arcane  frontiers  accessible 
only  to  specialists,  the  wonder  will  indeed 
be  gone.  By  that  time  even  the  pre-scien- 
tific  myths  that  sustained  our  ancestors, 
and  intrigue  us  still,  would  have  largely 
evaporated— having  been  accounted  for 
in  full,  perhaps  by  the  right  kind  of 
neurophysiological  analysis  of  the  limbic 
system  and  hypothalamus. 

But  this  exhaustion  of  the  wonderful 
will  not  occur  during  the  lifetime  of  any- 
one now  living.  Tile  ultimate  complexity, 
offering  an  unexplored  terrain  of  virtual- 
ly infinite  extent,  lies  in  biology.  Even 
after  tbe  cell  has  been  torn  down  and  put 
together  again,  and  the  labyrinthine 
mysteries  of  tissue  development  followed 
to  their  ends,  there  lie  ahead  the  much 
more  extensive  challenges  of  ecology  and 
biogcography.  The  full  exploration  of 
organic  diversity  is  a prospect  that  suits 
the  bioccntric  human  brain,  especially 
those  emotive  centers  that  evolved  to 
make  us  superior  hunters  and  agricul- 
turists. The  same  instincts  that  motivate 


the  bird  watcher,  tite  butterfly  collector, 
and  the  backyard  gardener  can  indefin- 
itely sustain  the  scientifically  curious 
segment  ol  a more  sophisticated  human 
population  in  the  pursuits  of  ecology  and 
biogcography. 

The  most  interesting  part  of  the  uni- 
verse is  right  here.  We  have  a biotic  plan- 
et, and  the  chances  of  finding  another 
one  within  scores  ol  light  years  are 
remote  indeed.  A biotic  planet,  with 
millions  of  species  on  it,  is  an  infinitely 
more  interesting  puzzle  than  any  number 
of  lifeless  planets.  And  the  possibilities  of 
ecosystems  manipulation  confront  us 
with  mysteries  that  only  j yceiv.'iuiA 
mote  ol  study  and  creative  work  can 
solve.  i i 
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" Human  life  in  harmony  with  nature " 

Interim  address:  fffl UTE^.'BO XJ64Z.TVER CRE£N . Wt:OT?AOO  :8Q43£  • TELEPHONE:  (303)674-4695 

1325  DELAWARE,  DENVER,  COLORADO  80204- 


June  23,  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swera 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Chairman  Swem: 

The  University  of  the  Wilderness  is  a non-profit  institution 
dedicated  to  the  improvement  of  life  quality  for  all  people  tlirougn 
the  preservation  and  appreciation  of  wilderness  areas  throughout  the 
world.  It  is  our  belief  that  close  contact  with  the  elemental  f orce 
of  nature  and  the  beauty  of  the  natural  world  provide  a stimulating 
setting  that  is  conducive  to  learning.  We  also  feel  that  this 
contact  provides  constant  reminder  of  man's  ties  to  the  earth  and 
to  its  limited  and  fragile  resources. 

The  University  of  the  Wilderness  supports  the  proposed  Birch 
Creek  classification  as  a wild  river.  There  are  some  points  lacking 
in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  which  should  be  included 
in  the  Final  Statement:  1)  There  is  no  discussion  in  the  Draft 
Statement  of  protecting  the  river's  entire  watershed.  — Since  it  1 
flows  into  the  Yukon  Flats  area,  adding  it  to  the  Yukon  Flats 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  should  be  considered;  and,  2)  There  should* 
be  a full  discussion  of  the  impacts  of  BL?i  multiple  use  management — I 2 
including  mining — within  the  watershed  of  Birch  Creek. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  make  this  statement. 


Sincerely, 


Projeats  Coordinator 
/jem 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
THE  UNIVERSITY  OF  THE  WILDERNESS 


1.  The  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  (P.L.  90-542)  provides  for  the 
protection  of  certain  selected  rivers  and  ”...  their  immediate 
environments...."  It  was  under  this  policy  that  the  river  was 
studied.  Within  the  Different  Segments  Alternative,  considera- 
tion was  given  to  designating  Beaver  Creek  in  its  entirety  as  a 
wild  river.  Another  alternative  considered  was  the  extension 
of  the  Yukon  Flats  proposal  to  incorporate  the  wild  river  area. 

2.  The  revised  No  Action  Alternative  reflects  the  various 
management  options  that  are  open  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
through  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 
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The  Wilderness  Society 
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June  24,  1974 


•Chairman , 

Alaska  Planning  Group 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Dear  Sir: 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  adequacy  of 
the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  (DEIS)  on  the  proposed 
Birch_Creek  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River,  Alaska.  The 
Wilderness  Society,  a national  conservation  organization  with 
100,000  members  and  cooperators  in  all  fifty  states,  has  a 
long  and  deep  involvement  in  Alaska  public  land  matters. 

The  following  comments  are  directed  specifically  to  what  we 
consider  deficiencies  in  the  Beaver  Creek  DEIS  and  are  intended 
to  assist  you  in  preparing  a final  impact  statement  which  will 
be  more  acceptable  to  citizens  from  a public  land  dedication 
standpoint  and  protect  the  national  interest  in  these  lands 
as  well. 

1.  The  most  serious  deficiency  of  the  DEIS  is  that  it  asks  the 
public  to  comment  on  a draft  statement  on  which  a final  decision 
has  already  been  made.  The  public  is  being  asked  to  participate 
in  an  exercise  of  reviewing  and  commenting  on  a proposal  which 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  already  transmitted  to  the  Con- 
gress for  final  decision  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Alaska  Natives  Claims  Settlement  Act.  Thus,  it  appears  that 

the  exercise  of  commenting  on  the  draft  environmental  impact  state- 
ment is  meaningless  unless  suggestions  of  the  American  public 
are  taken  into  consideration  relative  to  preparation  of  the  final 
impact  statement.  But,  just  how  the  final  impact  statement  will 
reflect  change  in  a legislative  proposal  of  the  Secretary  already 
being  considered  by  the  Congress  is  not  clear.  But  it  must  be 
done! 

2.  A very  important  alternative  of  protecting  the  entire  Birch 
Creek  watershed  must  be  considered.  For  example,  the  alternative 
of  including  the  entire  watershed  within  the  Yukon  Flats  proposed 
area  was  not  analyzed. 
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3.  Impacts  of  multiple-use  management,  including  mining, 
within  the  Beaver  Creek  watershed  was  not  discussed  adequately. 


3 


In  summary,  while  we  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on 
the  DEIS  for  the  proposed  Birch  Creek  Wild  and  Scenic  River, 
we  feel  that  the  exercise  could  be  meaningless  unless  citizen 
input  is  fully  considered  in  final  decisions.  These  decisions 
must  then  be  reflected  in  changes  in  the  Secretary  of  Interior's 
proposals  to  the  Congress.  The  public  must  be  kept  fully  informed 
as  to  the  substance  of  those  decisions  arid  informed  concerning 
the  processes  involved  in  arriving  at  final  recommendations. 

We  trust  that  these  brief  comments  will  be  helpful  to  you  in 
meeting  the  important  goal  of  including  Birch  Creek  in  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System. 

Sincerely  yours. 


Hi 

Director  of  Wilderness  Reviews 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
THE  WILDERNESS  SOCIETY 


1&4.  The  value  of  public  input  and  consultation  with  local  residents 
and  others  in  planning  the  new  proposals  is  recognized.  Seme 
contacts  were  made  with  local  representatives  and  organizations 
during  the  limited  study  period  designated  by  Congress.  The 
contacts,  however,  were  solely  to  obtain  information  and,  in  a 
few  cases,  to  seek  reaction  to  possible  alternatives  for  use  of 
the  land  involved  in  the  absence  of  any  specific  proposal. 

Since  final  decisions  were  not  made  within  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  concerning  the  specific  Park,  Wildlife  Refuge,  and 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  proposals  until  November  1973,  there  was 
no  way  to  go  to  the  public  for  comment  on  the  proposals  until 
the  draft  environmental  impact  statements  and  plans  were  released 
in  December.  The  Department  of  Agriculture's  Forest  Service, 
which  was  involved  in  studying  possible  additional  National 
Forests,  did  present  specific  proposals  to  the  public  in  a series 
of  meetings  that  took  place  in  the  areas  of  concern. 

Information  gathered  during  the  studies  has  been  augmented  with 
coiments  from  the  transcripts  of  the  Joint  Federal-State  Land  Use 
Planning  Commission  public  hearings  on  use  of  the  17(d)  (2) 
withdrawal  lands.  The  Federal  agencies  also  had  representatives 
at  the  public  hearings  to  identify  and  take  note  of  special 
problems  requiring  consideration.  Carmen ts  received  as  a result 
of  the  public  review  of  the  draft  environmental  impact  statements 
have  also  been  considered  in  the  development  of  the  final 
environmental  impact  statements. 

In  addition,  the  general  public  will  be  afforded  an  opportunity 
to  present  their  views  on  the  proposals  at  Congressional  hearings 
to  be  held  in  Washington,  D.C.  and  in  Alaska.  The  final  decisions 
on  all  of  the  proposals  are  contingent  upon  the  action  of  Congress. 

2.  The  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  (P.L.  90-542)  provides  for  the 
preservation  of  certain  selected  rivers  and  "... their  immediate 
environments...."  It  was  under  this  policy  that  the  river  was 
studied.  Within  the  Different  Segments  Alternative,  consideration 
was  given  to  designating  the  river  in  its  entirety  as  a wild  river. 

3.  The  revised  No  Action  Alternative  reflects  the  various  management 
options  that  are  open  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

4.  See  the  response  to  Garment  No.  1 above. 
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NSTITUTE  OF  ARCTIC  BIOLOGY 


University  of  Alaska 

FAIRBANKS.  ALASKA  99701 


February  15,i?  1974 

Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman.  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

Biologists  on  our  staff  favor  caution  in  development  of  access  to 
areas  of  Alaska  that  are  still  largely  in  their  natural  state,,  We  have 
no  special  -expertise  in  the  general  economical  or  social  uses  of  the 
proposed  areas  of  withdrawal . Individuals  in  our  staff  are  aquainted 
through  biological  studies  with  the  animal  and  plant  life  and  people  of 
many  of  the  areas  proposed  for  withdrawal.  Our  future  program  will 
involve  studies  of  the  animals,  plants  and  people  of  Alaska,  In  hese 
we  will  be  joined,  as  in  the  past,  by  colleagues  of  national  and  inter- 
national institutions  for  research  and  with  associates  in  state  and  federal 
agencies  concerned  with  management  of  natural  resources.  Through  the 
knowledge  of  its  resident  staff  the  Institute  of  Arctic  Biology  has  become 
a center  through  which  national  and  international  scientists  carry  out 
studies  of  the  Alaskan  biological  environment. 

We  note  with  interest  a proposal  that  facilitation  of  better  sci- 
entific information  is  regarded  of  importance  in  the  statements  on  impact 
of  the  withdrawals.  The  statements  prepared  by  Interior  outline  rather  well 
the  known  aspects  of  biological  information  in  the  several  areas  proposed 
for  withdrawal . These  statements  also  indicate  that  information  about  the 
several  biological  environments  is  still  insufficient  for  management  and  by 
no  means  shows  the  full  value  for  public  interest  and  use  of  the  animals 
and  plants  in  the  diverse  environments.  For  Alaska  and  the  nation  it  is 
important  to  intensify  studies  of  life  in  Alaska,  which  contains  a vast 
store  of  still  unknown  biology  applicable  to  practical  and  theoretical 
developments  as  well  as  being  of  exciting  interest  for  popular  education. 

We  presume,  .although  it  is  not  expressly  stated,  that  the  very  know- 
ledgeable personnel  of  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  have  been 
consulted  with  regard  to  the  impact  statements.  It  would  be  desirable  to 
utilize  their  knowledge,  experience  and  devoted  interest  as  residents  in 
effective  manner  in  a combination  of  federal  and  state  planning  and  manage- 
ment. That  bureaucratic  procedures  have  made  these  combinations  difficult 
to  implement  should  be  no  obstacle  to  devising  a reasonable  cooperation. 

In  fact,  very  vociferous  and  realistic  objections  to  large  federal 
withdrawals  in  Alaska  will  come  from  the  possibly  adverse  impact  upon 
the  state's  government  by  sequestrations  under  non-resident  management. 
Unless  concord  with  the  people  and  government  of  the  State  of  Alaska  is 
carefully  prepared,  hearings  on  the  proposed  withdrawals  are  sure  to  be 
disturbed  by  arguments  in  which  federal  bureaus,  state  government  and 
cit.izen  organizations  appear  as  adversaries.  They  should,  of  course,  appear 
as  collaborators  in  fact  and  principle. 
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University  of  Alaska 
INSTITUTE  OF  ARCTIC  BIOLOGY 


The  biologists  of  this  Institute  will  carefully  observe  the  de- 
liberations on  the  impact  statements.  Individuals  among  us-who  have 
special  scientific  knowledge  of  the  life  in  an  area  proposed  for  with- 
drawal will  offer  their  opinions  as  individual  scientific  testimony  where 
appropriate.  The  Institute  of  Arctic  Biology  is  ready  to  serve  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  in  fact-finding  studies  if  such  studies  should 
be  requested  from  the  University  of  Alaska. 


Sincerely  yours , 


O 


LAURENCE  IRVING 

Advisory  Scientific  Director 

& Professor  of  Zoophysiology 


LI  :hw 
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University  of  Alaska 

FAIRBANKS.  ALASKA  99701 


January  11,  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

Thank  you  for  including  us  in  the  distribution  of  draft  environmental 
statements  under  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act.  We  are  extremely 
interested  in  the  activities  of  your  group  and  the  actions  relating  to  d-2 
areas,  and  we  look  forward  to  receipt  of  further  reports  and  related  infor- 
mation. 

The  institute  cannot,  of  course,  take  a position  as  to  whether  an 
environmental  statement  does  or  does  not  adequately  examine  the  issues. 

However , as  individuals,  our  staff  will  certainly  provide  what  assistance  we 
can.  The  extent  to  which  this  will  be  done  depends  primarily  on  the  interests 
knowledge,  and  time  of  individual  staff  members.  Subject  to  these  constraints, 
we  will  do  what  we  can  to  review  the  draft  statements  and  provide  technical 
comments,  primarily  in  the  area  of  socioeconomic  impacts.  It  would,  by  the 
way,  be  useful  to  know  exactly  how  deep  and  extensive  an  analysis  is  required, 
and  if  you  have  any  appropriate  guidelines,  we  would  greatly  appreciate 
receiving  them. 

I can  give  you  two  general  comments  at  this  time,  and  these  are  strictly 
personal.  First,  the  draft  analyses  of  socioeconomic  impacts  that  I have 
looked  at  seem  rather  vague  and  weak.  Second,  and  this  is  extremely  important 
the  impact  statements  essentially  view  each  proposal  in  isolation  from  other 
proposals,  and  from  other  major  land  actions  in  the  region,  including  state 
and  Native  selections.  It  is  doubtful  that  a piecemeal  approach  can  provide 
the  basis  for  evaluating  total  impacts,  either  in  terms  of  regional,  statewide 
or  national  perspectives.  I make  these  comments  now,  as  they  apply  to  the 
total  set  of  proposals  and  will  not  be  reflected  in  individual  statement 
reviews . 
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U I V T.  R S I T Y O V A I.ASK  A 


In  any  case,  we  will  do  what  we  can  to  provide  you  with  useful  comments. 

We  have,  of  course,  provided  much  information  and  individual  assistance  to 
agencies  working  on  the  statements.  This  we  are  continuing  to  do,  and  if  we 
can  be  of  any  service  to  your  group  beyond  the  reviews,  please  let  us  know. 

Best  wishes. 


Viet 

Institute  or  social,  economic 


Sine 


and  Government  Research 


VF : jd 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
UNIVERSITY  OF  ALASKA 

INSTITUTE  OF  SOCIAL,  ECONOMIC  AND  GOVERNMENT  RESEARCH 


1.  See  the  response  to  Department  of  Ccrmerce  Ccmnent  No.  2 
on  socioeconomic  impacts. 

2.  The  need  to  consider  cumulative  impacts  is  recognized  and 
discussed  in  the  response  to  Forest  Service  Ccmnent  No.  1. 
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Purdue  University 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRONOMY 
LI  FE  SCIENCE  BUILDING 
WEST  LAFAYETTE.  INDIANA  47907 


February  26,  1974 


Mr.  Theodore  R.  Siven,  Chairman 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Siven: 

I have  been  asked  to  contact  you  on  behalf  of  the  Institute  of  Agricultural 
Sciences,  University  of  Alaska,  Palmer,  Alaska.  First,  I should  mention 
that  I have  been  a consulting  scientist  in  climatology  at  the  Palmer  Research 
Center,  but  I do  not  have  any  other  contacts  or  interests  in  Alaska. 

In  reading  the  climate  and  soils  descriptions  in  the  proposed  D-2  withdrawals 
I find  this  information  to  be  so  general  as  to  be  in  error,  particularly  in 
meso  and  micro  scale  — a necessary  scale  consideration  for  agricultural 
potential.  Most  potential  agricultural  areas  in  Alaska  require  a favorable 
deviation  in  meso-micro  scale  in  climatic  matters,  soils,  and  topographic 
features.  The  land  description  of  the  proposed  areas  in  the  D-2  withdrawals 
by  the  Department  of  Interior  disregards  the  favorable  areas  with  agricultural 
potentials. 

Decisions  made  in  this  fashion  are  likely  to  be  very  shortsighted  because  at 
some  point  in  the  future  agricultural  development  is  very  likely  to  take 
place  without  prior  research  and  in  the  absence  of  scientifically  based  plans 
so  necessary  t<*  properly  guide  such  development  in  the  sub-arctic. 

My  work  in  Alaska  has  been  confined  to  climate  as  related  to  the  potential 
development  of  agriculture  in  this  sub-arctic  region.  I have  been  concerned 
with  delineating  such  areas  in  Alaska.  I am  attaching  a reprint  of  two 
papers  which  represent  a portion  of  my  work  in  Alaska.  I can  provide  three 
technical  bulletins  published  by  the  Institute  of  Agricultural  Sciences 
dealing  with  climatic  data  in  potential  agricultural  areas.  Perhaps  these 
publications  will  interest  you  and  your  committee. 

In  my  work,  I have  tried  to  address  myself  to  basic,  as  well  as  practical 
considerations  in  developing  a proper  sub-arctic  agriculture  in  a few  of  the 
most  favorable  areas  in  the  state.  Such  development  should  be  preceded  by 
several  years  of  careful  survey  and  experimentation,  in  my  view.  Such  an 
approach  would  be  very  different  that  in  the  past  where  too  often  agricul- 
tural development  has  been  attempted  by  transferring  mid-latitude  agronomic 
practices  to  a sub-arctic  region.  And,  I might  add,  too  often  the  same  can 
be  said  for  much  of  the  other  living  practices  among  the  wite  population  now 
living  there.  But,  these  shortcomings  of  the  past  should  not  serve  as  a 
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model  for  all  future  attempts  to  develop  a sustaining  sub-arctic  agricul 
ture  in  the  very  restricted  potential  areas  of  the  state. 

I will  be  glad  to  appear  before  your  committee  for  further  questioning. 


Sincerely  yours. 


1 


James  E.  Newman 
Professor  of  Agronomy, 
Bioclimatology 


JEN:er 

Enel. 

cc:  Institute  of  Agricultural  Sciences 

University  of  Alaska 
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3515  LaMay  Lane 
Reno,  Nevada  89502 
April  20,  1974 

Mr,  Theodor  R.  Swen 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Grogp 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  2024© 


Only  that  portion  of  this  letter 
addressing  the  Birch  Creek 
proposal  has  been  reproduced. 


Dear  Mr.  Swem: 


The  'western  Wilderness  Association  in  its  general  comments  on  the  National  environmental 
Impact  Statements  believes^  (pne\  all  areas  in  the  83  million  acre  withdrawal  should  be 
studied  for  wilderness^.  fTwo),  national  wildlife  refuges  and  ranges  should  not  be  open 
to  oil  development,  pipeline  construction,  prospecting,  or  lining.  Now,  an  area  by  area 
analysis  follows.  These  comments  are  on  the  Alaska  land  withdrawals. 


WWe  support  the  addition  of  3,180,000  acres  to  Mount  Mckinley  National  Park.  This  addition 
would  protect  important  wildlife  habitat  for  wolf,  caribou,  moose,  and  Dalis  Sheep.  This 
added  area  would  also  protect  the  mountain  massif,  glacial  systems,  and  the  Cathedral  Spite 


The  association  urges  the  addition  of  at  least  1 ,870,000  acres  to  ^tmai  National  Monument 
in  Alaska.  This  would  (.reserve  'habitat  for  the  Alaska  Brown  3ear.  It  is  our  recommendatic 
the  7,300,000  acre  iukon-Nuskokw in  National  Purest  not  be  established,  additional  lands 
could  then  be  selected.  ;.e  recommend  that  the  Battle  Lake  area  and  the  .-tl.gnak  River 
area  be  added  to  the  monument.  The  national  monument  should  be  changed  into  a national 
mark  with  no  mining  allowed. 


Me  support  the  proposal  to  establish  a 440,000  acre  aniakchuk  Caldera  National  Monument. 
This  would  protect  the  world's  largest  dry  volcanic  caldera  plus  lava  flow,  cinder  cones, 
a lava  plug,  warm  springs,  explosions  pits,  and  a rift.  The  Association  proposes  that 
the  unit  be  closed  to  hunting  to  protect  the  Alaska  Brown  Bear  population. 


The  Association  supports  the  establishment  of  a Harding  Ice  Field-  Xenai  Fjords  National 
Monument  totaling  300, AX  acres.  This  protect  a 700  square  mile  icecap. 

The  Association  supports  establishment  of  a 350,000  acre  Cape  Krusenstern  National  monument 
to  protect  ir.temationaly  significant  archeologicaj.  sites. 


We  support  establishment  of  a Xobuk  Valley  National  Monument  totaling  1,650,0CC  acres. 
This  would  preserve  habitat  for  caribou, moose,  wolves,  and  black  and  grizzley  bears.  The 
Kohument  would  include  oxbow  lakes,  sand  dunes,  and  the  Salmon  River. 


The  Association  proposes  establishment  of  2,6'i0,000  acre  Lake  Clark  National  Park. 
This  would  preserve  lakes,  glaciers,  valleys,  mountains , volcanoes,  and  sprires.  The 
Association  opposes  hunting  in  this  unit  of  the  National  Park  System.  No  national  park 
allows  hunting. 
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The  Yukon-Kuskokwim  National  Forest  should  not  be  established.  4,8Q0,o00  acres  of 
alternate  selections  are  mentioned  earlier  in  this  report.  We  recommend  that 
2,500,000  acres  of  other  alternate  selections  be  selected  from  lands  having  a high 
wilderness  or  wildlife  values. 

The  Association  recommends  the  following  wild  rivers  be  established:  Beaver  Creek 

(200,000  acres),  Birch  Creek  (2C0,000  acres),  Fortynile  (326,000  acres),  and  Unalakleet 
(I04,v00  acres-).  Nozix  mineral  leasing  of  oil  development  should  be  allowed  in  these 
areas.  Hunting  should  be  allowed  in  the  wild  river  areas.  ' 

Finally,  we  recommend  no  native  selections  be  allowed  in  83,000,000  acres  of  national 
interest  areas  including  national  parks,  National  monuments,  national  wildlife  ranges 
and  refuges,  and  wild  rivers.  At  stake  in  Alaska  are  enormous  amounts  of  scenic, 
wildlife,  and  wilderness  lands.  Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  express  the 
Association/ s views. 


Reed  becord,  ^resident 
Western  Wilderness  Association 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
WESTERN  WILDERNESS  ASSOCIATION 


1.  Title  IV — Additions  to  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System, 

located  Outside  National  Parks,  National  Wildlife  Refuges,  and 
National  Forests — Section  402(d)  of  the  proposed  legislation 
states:  "Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  9(a)  (iii) 

of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act,  the  minerals  in  all  Federal 
lands  included  in  any  component  or  part  of  a component 
designated  by  this  section  as  a wild  river  area  are  hereby 
withdrawn,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights,  from  all  forms  of 
appropriation  under  the  mining  laws  and  from  operation  of  the 
mineral  leasing  laws  including,  in  both  cases,  amendments 
thereto. " 

2.  No  Native  Selection  or  Regional  Deficiency  Lands  lie  within  the 
Birch  Creek  proposal. 
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The 

'BLnomiagtou 

KpitiouaL 

Bvwk- 

Bloomington,  Indiana 
47401 

March  11,  1974 

Only  that  portion  of  this  letter 
addressing  the  Birch  Creek 
proposal  has  been  reproduced. 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem,. 

I am  writing  at  this  time  to  oppose  the  recommendations  of 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  Morton  and  proposed  legislation  regarding 
the  federally-owned  lands  of  Alaska. 

Upon  examination  there  are  many  serious  deficiencies  to  be 
found  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  accompaning 
his  proposals.  There  are  many  points  that  need  to  be  corrected 
in  the  final  environmental  impact  statements.  First  of  all  the 
areas  designated  for  "multiple  use"  should  not  stand  as  listed.  For 
instance  the  7.  3 million  acre  Yukon-Kuskokwim  National  Forest 
proposal  should  not  count  toward  the  80  million  acres  to  be  set  aside 
but  should  be  retained  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  it's 
administration.  The  Wrangell  Mountain  National  Forest  should  be 
included  in  the  Wrangell-St.  Elias  National  Park.  The  Iliamna 
National  Resource  Range  should  not  be  administered  with  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  for  multiple  use  but  should  be  a unit  cf  the 
NWRS  and  further,  the  proposed  Porcupine  River  National  Forest 
should  be  included  under  the  Yukon  Flats  unit  of  the  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  System. 

The  alternatives  of  wilderness  designation  were  generalized  in 
most  of  the  proposals  whereas  each  statement  should  pertain  to  a 
specific  wilderness  proposal  consideration. 

The  proposal  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  many  instances 
would  apply  the  designation  of  national  momuments  to  some  of  the 
national  park  areas  whereas  all  such  areas  should  be  named  national 
parks. 
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The  Birch  Creek  proposal  as  well  as  Fortymile  proposal, 
while  having  good  points  to  them,  appears  to  be  inadequately 
analyzed  and  alternatives  should  provide  for  protection  of  the 
watersheds.  The  inclusion  in  the  National  Park  System  rather 
than  under  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  with  it's  multiple  use  I ^ 
type  management.  ’ 


I could  go  on  and  on  with  the  others  in  similar  line  but  I 
would  like  to  summorize  in  saying  that  while  many  good  points  have 
been  made  in  these  proposals  they  are  totally  inadequately  prepared. 
They  do  not  provide  for  the  proper  alternates  and  they  do  not  face  the 
fact  that  this  is  a very  fragile  environment  and  even  more  than 
lands  in  other  parts  of  the  worlds  it  is  absolutely  unsuitable  for 
dual  agency  administration  which  has  never  proven  satisfactory  nor  with 
the  Forest  Service  "multiple  use"  ideology. 

Our  Alaskian  lands  are  without  doubt  the  last  big  opportunity  to 
do  a necessary  job  right  .in  the  beginning. 

Very  truly  yours. 


BLOOMINGTON  NATIONAL  BANK 


/ 

/ 


1 


William  R.  Adams 
President 


WRA/nf 

CC:  Senator  Birch  Bayh 

Senator  Vance  Hartke 
Congressman  William  Bray 
Congressman  David  Dennis 
Congressman  William  Hudnut 
Congressman  Earl  Landgrebe 
Congressman  Roger  Zion 
Congressman  Elwood  Hiliis 
Congressman  John  Brademas 
Congressman  Lee  Hamilton 
Congressman  Ray  Madden 
Congressman  J.  Edward  Roush 
Congressman  John  Myers 

Secretary  of  the  Interior  Rogers  C.  B.  Morton 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 

MR.  WILLIAM  R.  ADAMS,  BLOOMINGTON  NATIONAL  BANK 


1.  The  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  (P.L.  90-542)  provides  for  the 
preservation  of  certain  rivers  and  "...  their  immediate 
environments...."  It  was  under  this  policy  that  the  river 
was  studied. 

2.  BIM  is  the  successful  administrator  of  wild  rivers  in  other 
portions  of  the  country.  Since  it  administers  the  lands 
surrounding  the  proposal,  it  is  the  logical  administering 
agency  consistent  with  the  policy  stated  in  the  Nationwide 
Outdoor  Recreation  Plan  that  "Unless  otherwise  designated  by 
Congress. . .Federal  recreation  areas  will  be  administered  by 
the  Federal  agency  having  the  major  landholdings  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  area  at  the  time  of  establishment." 
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4200  East  Fourth  Ave.  #A-12 
Anchorage,  Alaska  99504 
February  13,  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  M.  Swem,  Chairman 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem, 

I have  recently  reviewed  BOR’s  Birch  Creek  National  Wild  River 
Proposal.  I am  in  agreement  that  the  described  section  of  Birch 
Creek  should  be  made  a National  Wild  River. 

1 and  two  others  kayaked  the  proposed  section  of  the  river  last 
fall.  Because  of  my  experience  of  having  traveled  the  river  I 
would  like  to  make  several  comments. 

1.  An  access  road  should  be  provided  as  described  on  page  11. 

The  current  alternatives  are  to  get  out  on  private  property  at 
Jumpoff  Creek,  as  we  did,  or  continue  down  river  to  the  Steese 
Highway  intersection. 

2.  It  was  stated  in  the  proposal  on  page  23  that  "there  are  no 
people  residing  in  the  ...  proposed  area."  I believe  there  is  one 
man  living  near  Jumpoff  Creek  possibly  on  the  5 acre  homesite 
mentioned  on  page  10  and  47.  There  are  actually  two  cabins  at 
the  site  mentioned  on  page  24  at  Mile  Post  140.  The  newer  of  the 
two  cabins  is  occupied  by  an  older  man. 

3.  Water  quality  as  mentioned  on  page  32  will  be  a problem  unless 
there  is  stricter  enforcement  of  standards.  We  experienced  a 
tremendous  influx  of  suspended  sediment  at  Harrison  Creek.  From 
this  point  on  the  water  was  no  longer  clear  enough  to  see  bottom 
in  depths  greater  than  a few  inches.  This  sediment  was  reported 
to  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  upon  my  return  to 
Anchorage. 

I hope  the  above  comments  will  be  of  assistance  in  establishing 
this  beautiful  river  as  a Wild  River. 

Very  truly  yours. 


John  L.  Baxandall 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
MR.  JOHN  L.  BAXANDALL 


In  Section  II  under  Land  Use,  we  recognize  there  are  several 
log  cabins  within  the  corridor  and  state  that  at  least  one 
of  the  cabins  is  still  being  used  part  of  the  year  for 
trapping  purposes. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
MR.  TOM  DOLESE 


1.  As  stated  in  the  Water  Quality  portion  of  Section  II  of  the 
statement,  there  have  been  no  water  quality  studies  on 
Birch  Creek. 

2.  The  value  of  public  input  and  consultation  with  local  residents 
and  others  in  planning  the  new  proposals  is  recognized.  Seme 
contacts  were  made  with  local  representatives  and  organizations 
during  the  limited  study  period  designated  by  Congress . The 
contacts,  however,  were  solely  to  obtain  information  and,  in  a 
few  cases,  to  seek  reaction  to  possible  alternatives  for  use  of 
the  land  involved  in  the  absence  of  any  specific  proposal. 

Since  final  decisions  were  not  made  within  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  concerning  the  specific  Park,  Wildlife  Refuge,  and 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  proposals  until  November  1973,  there  was 
no  way  to  go  to  the  public  for  comment  on  the  proposals  until 
the  draft  environmental  impact  statements  and  plans  were  released 
in  December.  The  Department  of  Agriculture's  Forest  Service, 
which  was  involved  in  studying  possible  additional  National 
Forests,  did  present  specific  proposals  to  the  public  in  a series 
of  meetings  that  took  place  in  the  areas  of  concern. 

Information  gathered  during  the  studies  has  been  augmented  with 
comments  from  the  transcripts  of  the  Joint  Federal-State  Land  Use 
Planning  Oarnmission  public  hearings  on  use  of  the  17(d)  (2) 
withdrawal  lands.  The  Federal  agencies  also  had  representatives 
at  the  public  hearings  to  identify  and  take  note  of  special 
problems  requiring  consideration.  Comments  received  as  a result 
of  the  public  review  of  the  draft  environmental  Impact  statements 
have  also  been  considered  in  the  development  of  the  final 
environmental  impact  statements . 

3.  As  stated  in  the  Administration  - Management  portion  of  Section  I 
of  the  statement,  off-road  vehicle  use  will  be  strictly  regulated 
to  protect  the  primitive  nature  of  the  river  area,  fragile  soils, 
vegetation,  and  wildlife. 
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CLEMSON  UNIVERSITY 


CLBMSON,  SOUTH  CAROLINA  S8S31 


COLLEGE  OF  FOREST  AND 
RECREATION  RESOURCES 


May  27,  1974 


DEPARTMENT  OF  RECREATION 
AND  PARK  ADMINISTRATION 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
19th  and  C Sts. , N.  W. 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 


Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

In  response  to  your  letter  of  December  28,  1973, 
enclosed  are  coninents  on  the  twenty-eight  draft  Environ- 
mental Statements  concerning  those  lands  involved  with 
the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act. 

These  comments  have  been  prepared  by  my  graduate 
class  in  Comprehensive  Recreation  Resource  Planning. 

They  have  been  limited  to  responses  to  the  draft  environ- 
mental statements  and  the  studies  of  alternatives.  Of 
course  they  are  also  limited  in  the  fact  that  none  of  the 
respondents  have  visited  the  areas  under  study. 

Nonetheless,  these  remarks  are  transmitted  to  you 
in  the  hope  that  they  will  be  of  some  assistance  in  your 
final  deliberations. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  study  the  proposals. 
I look  forward  to  receiving  any  reactions  you  may  have  to 
the  enclosed  comments. 


Sincerely  yours. 


H.  Jesse  Grove 
Associate  Professor 
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E.  M.  Fuller 


RE:  Birch  Creek  National  Wild  River 


1. 


2. 


3. 


4. 


Page  17  refers  to  the  Proposed  Rampart  Dam  on  the  Yukon  River 
and  if  constructed  at  maxiumunpool  level  would  inundate  Birch 
Creek  upstream.  Although  the  present  status  of  the  dam  is 
inactive,  but  in  light  of  the  fact  the  Joint  Federal-State 
Land  Use  Planning  Commission's  recommendation  to  the  Secretary 
of  th<=  Interior  in  July  197  3 was  that  the  dam  not  be  con- 
structed, this  gave  reason  that  some  type  of  definite  status 
be  made  inasmuch  to  give  assurance  that  the  dam  will  not  be 
constructed . 

Page  18-19,  reference  to  the  Eielson  Air  Force  Base  Reservation 
bombing  and  gunnery  range.  Although  on  page  19  it  is  stated 
there  are  no  anticipated  conflicts  between  the  river  proposal 
and  the  Airforce  use  of  the  bombing  range,  there  should  be  a 
definite  agreement  between  the  Airforce  managing  agency  that 
the  river  boundaries  are  fully  understood.  This  is  to  make 
for  extra  precaution  that  the  Air  Force  understand  how  critical 
it  would  be  to  the  fiver  environment  if  harmed  by  bombing. 
Reference  to  page  27  — section  concerning  history  and  archeo- 
logy. There  should  be  a further  study  made  in  order  to  es- 
tablish any  finding  that  would  have  value  for  interpretation. 
This  would  aid  in  the  area  of  input  into  the  management  plan 
of  the  area. 

Page  33  — Water  Rights  and  Navigability,  if  there  is  any 
possibility  that  Birch  Creek  could  be  determined  navigable 
by  the  State  of  Alaska  and  if  that  determination  would  make 
the  Creek  fall  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  State,  it  seems 


1 
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3 
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that  this  determination  must  be  made  in  the  near  future 
in  order  for  proper  plans  to  be  made  as  to  the  management 
of  the  river.  Although  on  page  47  it  says  this  would  not 
effect  the  Wild  River  status,  it  does  seem  that  it  would 
have  effect  on  who  managed  the  river. 

5.  Page  39  reference  is  made  that  little  information  is  avail- 
able as  to  soil  information  in  the  Birch  Creek  area.  This 
gives  indication  as  to  the  need  for  further  study  in  this 
area  as  a guideline  for  management  policy. 

6.  Page  68  — Impact  on  soil  and  vegetation.  Because  of  the 
fact  the  area  has  thin  and  fragile  soils  due  to  the  severe 
winters  and  short  growing  season,  it  is  agreed  that  an  upserge 
in  visitor  use  would  have  an  adverse  impact.  This  gives 
strong  support  for  management  control  of  visitor  traffic. 
Except  for  "Put-ins"  and  "Take  outs",  traffic  along  the 
river  sho*uld  be  avoided. 

7.  Page  69  refers  to  impact  on  timber.  No  data  exists  on 
acreage  or  board  feet  of  commercial  timber  along  Birch  Creek. 

A study  is  needed  to  predetermine  results  of  timber  cutting, 
if  allowed.  Although  the  report  claims  the  impact  on  timber 
harvest  along  the  river  area  is  estimated  to  be  insignificant, 
this  assumption  is  made  without  sufficient  data. 

8.  Alternative  — the  following  recommendation  refers  to  agency 
management.  It  is  recommended  that  the  proposal  should  in- 
clude the  alternative  that  the  National  Park  Service  adminis- 
ter the  plan.  Based  on  the  fact  that  if  legislation  is 
passed  making  the  Birch  Creek  part  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
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9. 


necessary  administration  to  maintain  the  river  and  its 
integrity,  while  at  the  same  time  offer  user  experiences 
through  interpretation.  Although  this  is  purely  an  assump- 


7 


tion,  it  is  felt  that  the  National  Park  Service  would  be 
more  fitting  to  do  this  than  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 
Based  on  the  statement  on  page  9 that  Wild  River  manage- 
ment be  directed  at  protecting  the  values  . . . while  pro- 
viding river  related  recreation  opportunities  in  a primitive 
setting . 

Page  85  is  missing  from  the  proposal  which  covers  alternatives 
"Different  Segments"  and  "Inclusion  in  Another  National 
Conservation  System".  Therefore,  no  reaction  can  be  made. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
MR.  E.  M.  FULLER  (CLEMSON  UNIVERSITY) 


1.  Designation  of  this  proposal  would  have  no  effect  on  the  final 
decision  with  respect  to  the  Rampart  Project. 

2.  We  recognize  (Section  I,  Administration  - Management)  the  need 
to  develop  a master  plan  within  2 years.  That  plan  will  be 
developed  in  full  cooperation  with  all  Federal,  State,  and 
local  agencies  concerned  with  the  proposal.  The  Air  Force 
certainly  should  be  involved,  as  will  the  FAA,  since  regulations 
concerning  landing  areas,  flight  elevations,  etc.,  will  have 

to  be  developed. 

3.  Section  I,  Administration  - Management,  and  Section  IV,  Mitigating 
Measures  Included  in  the  Proposed  Action,  have  been  revised  to 
emphasize  the  need  for  an  archeological  survey  to  identify 
cultural  features  which  must  be  protected  and  preserved. 

4.  If  navigable,  the  State  would  have  title  to  the  lands  in  the 
riverbed;  BIM  would  administer  the  surrounding  lands  and  the 
river  under  authority  granted  by  Congress. 

5.  As  part  of  the  master  planning,  the  actual  carrying  capacity  of 
the  area  must  be  established.  This  would  require  an  investigation 
of  the  soil  type  and  capability. 

6.  Since  the  timber  occurs  largely  in  isolated  stands  and  stringers 
adjacent  to  the  river,  and  the  cutting  of  timber  adjacent  to  the 
river  would  be  prohibited  or  strictly  controlled  to  preserve  the 
view  from  the  river,  we  believe  our  assessment  of  impact  is 
accurate. 

7.  BIM  is  the  successful  administrator  of  wild  rivers  in  the  lower  48. 
It  is  our  policy  to  recommend  the  major  Federal  land-managing 
agency  in  the  area  to  be  the  manager  if  it  has  the  ability. 
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RESPONSE  TO  CONVENTS  BY 
MR.  DAVID  W.  GREEN 


1. 


The  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act 
preservation  of  certain  rivers 
environment. ..."  It  was  under 
was  studied. 


(P.L.  90-542)  provides  for  the 
and  "...  their  immediate 
this  policy  that  the  river 
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Nancy  Murphy 
General  Delivery 
Fairbanks 
Alaska  99701 


Mr*  Theodore  Swem 
Alaska  Task  Force 
Depart  ent  of  the  Interior 
Washington  DC 
20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem, 

As  a concerned  Alaskan  I have  taken  it  upon  myself  to  review  the  Birch  Creek 
National  Wild  River  Environmental  Impact  Statement*  The  comments  included  in 
my  review  come  from  other  Individuals  of  the  area  - this  was  a private  undertaking 
under  the  auspices  of  no  organization.  We  hope  that  this  fact  will  not  make  our 
comments  any  less  plausible  and  that  our  efforts  may  help  to  preserve  Alaska's 
wilderness  In  a permanent  protective  policy. 


Thank  you. 


Nancy  Murphy 
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BIRCH  CREEK  NATIONAL  WILD  RIVER 

Synthesis  of  comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement, 

By:  Nancy  Murphy 

June  11,  1974 


We  support  the  concept  of  a Birch  Creek  National  Wild  River.  However, 
upon  reviewing  the  proposal  and  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  State- 
ment we  submit  criticisms  and  recommendations  on  the  following 
areas: 

1.  Alternative  Proposals-  Our  major  criticism  is  that  we  feel 
an  attractive  alternative  was  dismissed  too  lightly.  The  alternative 
to  include  the  area  as  part  of  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation 
System  (p.88)  is  rejected  because  of  the  attenuated  shape  of  the 
proposed  wild  river  corridor  and  because  "planned  recreational  use 

of  enow  machines  makes  it  doubtful  that  the  area  meets  the  criteria 

♦ 

for  designation  as  wilderness."  One  should  not  negate  an  alternative 

course  of  action  by  utilizing  the  planned  action  of  the  original 

proojsal.  The  proposal  itself  states  that  "portions  of  the  proposal 

anc  adjoining  lands  to  the  south  may  qualify  for  management  as 

wildlands  area  as  there  are  no  roads,  communities,  or  mines  in  the 
» 

area."  (p.74)  We  feel  that  the  inclusion  of  the  Birch  Creek  area  and 
its  southern  adjoining  lands  in  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation 
System  (due  to  this  system’s  restrictions  on  motorized  vehicles  and 
surface  transportation  to  mining  areas)  would  best  protect  its 
existing  primeval  conditions.  This  alternative  should  be  investigated 
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in  greater  depth.  If  it  then  proves  unacceptable,  we  support  the 
proposed  Wild  River  designation  with  the  following  criticisms. 

2.  Motorized  Vehicles-  We  suggest  that  all  motorized  vehicles 
(with  the  exception  of  snowmobiles)  be  banned  from  the  area  because 
of  the  contradictions  they  impose  upon  the  management  objectives 
j^l  ,3  » 4 , 6 » and  8 . 

Snow  Machines:  the  report  states  that  "increased  use  of  snow  macines 
may  retard  plant  growth  because  compacted  snow  melts  slowly"  (p,69). 
This,  in  turn,  could  reduce  ground  cover  and  increase  erosion  of 
the  sensitive  soil-  of  this  region,  thus  affecting  the  water  quality. 
Strict  regulation  would  be  necessary  to  mitigate  noise  and  air  poll- 
ution and  the  harassment  of  wildlife.  We  feel  that  the  use  of  snow 
machines  as  a recreational  vehicle  could  be  accomodated  in  nearby 
areas  that  are  not  under  wild  land  consideration.  Use  of  the  snow 
mobile  as  a hunting  or  maintenance  tool  should  be  strictly  regulated, 
and  dog  sleds  should  be  encouraged  as  a more  compatible  means  of  trans- 
portation - one  that  provides  a high  quality  primitive,  experience 
(management  objective  #4)  that  would  not  impair  the  wilderness  exper- 
ience of  others. 

Motor  Boats:  Our  opposition  to  the  use  of  motor  boats  stems  mainly 

from  the  fact  that  Birch  Creek  is  one  of  the  few  Clearwater  rivers 
with  road  access  at  two  points  on  an  otherwise  undisturbed  river 
segment;  thus  giving  recreationists  a unique  chance  to  experience 
a float-boat  trip  of  such  high  wilderness  quality.  Motor  boat  users 
could  utilize  other  rivers  with  road  access  at  only  one  point,  thereby 
avoiding  conflicts  of  usage  of  Birch  Creek. 
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Sumaer  Motorized  Vehicles:  All-terrain  vehicles  and  motorcycles  are 

liot  covered  in  the  proposal.  We  feel  this  is  a gross  oversight- 
for  those  vehicles  can  cause  considerable  damage  to  the  environment. 
The  report  states  that  much  of  the  area  is  underlain  by  permafrost 
which  is  extremely  susceptible  to  surface  disturbances  (p.68). 
Aircraft:  We  believe  that  the  areas  suitable  for  light  aircraft 

to  land  on  gravel  bars  throughout  the  proposed  corridor  are  far  mbre 
limited  than  stated  (p.25  & 62). 
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3.  Increased  Visitation-  The  proposal  warns  of  the  increased 
linage  of  the  area  and  deals  with  some  methods  to  protect  it  from 
the  accompanying  adverse  impacts.  We  applaud  the  innovative  suggestion 
that  ELM  ban  the  use  of  non-burnable  containers  (p.76).  The  carrying 
capacity  of  the  area  was  estimated  at  10,700  visitor/days,  but 
there  was  no  explanation  of  now  that  figure  was  derived  (p.56  & 65). 

The  chart  on  page  56  also  ignores  hunting  and  subsistence  use.  It 
estimates  only  the  annual  recreational  use,  and  even  then  it  does 
not  include  motorised  summer  vehicles.  These  oversights  should  be 
remedied.  Since  the  designation  of  Birch  Creek  as  a wild  river  area 
will  localize  the  increase  in  hunting  pressure  in  the  area,  we 
recoct  rend  that  the  ABF&G  monitor  continually  at  the  two  access  areas 
to  insure  compliance  to  hunting  regulations.  With  regards  to 
hunting,  recommend  a more  adequate  definition  of  the  terns 
"native”  and  "subsistence".  The  authors  equate  "subsistence"  with 
native  people  and  assume  other  races  do  not  pursue  subsistence  type 
activities  and  have  no  reed  to  do  so.  This  assumption  is  incorrect, 
although  wa  do  grant  that  subsistence  pursuits  by  residents  in  the 
area  are  limited. 
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4.  Commercial  Uses-  Page  10  states  that  the  controls  would 
include  the  "prohibition  of  new  commercial  uses  within  the  immediate 
environment  of  Birch  Creek."  We  assume  this  is  directed  towards 
land  development,  but  it  could  also  restrict  commercial  float  trips, 


horseback  tours,  gold  canning,  etc 

I --- 

already  exist. 
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We  are  concerned  about  the  way  in  which  permits  will  be  distributed 
for  use  of  the  area.  Who  would  have  priority  - individuals  or 
commercial  tourism?  The  proposal  deals  with  the  economic  impact 
of  such  activities  in  an  unclear  manner.  What  is  the  potential  of 
the  resident  population  of  the  outlying  areas  to  deal  with  the 
increased  tourism  ? In  the  section  on  the  impact  to  the  local 
economy  the  report  seems  to  contradict  itself.  It  mentions  the 
possibility  that  the  local  economy  could  be  affected  by  the  increases 
in  the  number  of  people  visiting  the  area  annually  for  guiding 
services,  equipment  sale  and  rentals,  air  shuttle  services,  etc. 

Later  it  says  that  "Because  of  the  relatively  low  anticipated 
annual  recreation  use  resulting  from  the  controls  imposed  upon  the 
proposal  area,  the  impact  of  Wild  River  designation  on  the  local 
economy  is  considered  modest."  (p.74).  On  page  BO  it  states  that 
"it  is  anticipated  that  any  short  term  loss  from  the  transfer  of 
public  land  to  private  control  v/ould  be  offset  by  the  accelerated 
demand  for  increased  recreation  support  businesses  by  local  enterprise. 
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5.  Resources-  The  proposal  does  not  prohibit  commercial  timber 
harvesting.  Twenty  miles  of  commercially  harvestable  timber  exist 
in  the  proposal  site  (p.4A  & 69)  and  should  be  strictly  protected. 
Commercial  timber  harvesting  is  incompatible  with  management  objective 
#1  ("To  preserve  the  river  and  its  immediate  environment  in  its 
natural,  primitive  condition"  p.2)  We  commend  the  recommendation 
(p.6l)  that  "existing  valid  (mining)  claims  would  be  subject  to 
regulations  to  preserve  existing  water  quality  and  prevent  undue 
impairment  of  the  scenery."  However,  we  recommend  that  the  suggested 
permit  basis  for  granting  access  through  the  Wild  River  Area  (p.6l) 
oe  more  strictly  explained.  The  existing  oil  and  gas  lease  that 
aas  been  filed  involving  ^ mile  of  river  in  the  vicinity  of  Jumpoff 
Greek  (p.60)  should  be  thoroughly  investigated.  We  propose  a designated 
ooard  of  competent  geologists  from  the  USGS  abd  state  Department 
of  Geology  shall  examine  each  mineral  claim  to  review  the  value  of 
these  claims  and  predict  the  future  of  their  operations. 

6.  Historical  and  Cultural  Features-  Although  the  survey  done 

t-y  Dr.  West  is  cited  in  the  proposal,  the  limitations  of  that 
survey  are  not  mentioned.  It  did  not  include  very  much  of  the 
area  considered  by  the  proposal.  The  fact  that  two  sites  were  found 
in  this  peripheral  region  (Jumpoff  Creek)  certainly  indicates  that 
aore  sites  may,  indeed-  probably  will,  be  found  within  the  proposal 
area.  The  fact  that  Birch  Creek  is  traditionally  a major  route  8 

petween  the  Tanana  and  Yukon  valleys  supports  this  contention.  Seme 
small  sites  have  been  found  already  in  the  vicinity  of  Twelve-Mile 
iummit.  7/e  have  no  doubt  that  others  will  be  found  if  serious  surveys 
are  undertaken.  These  would  not  be  costly  and  should  certainly  be 
done  before  any  access  roads,  foot  trails,  camping  areas,  etc.,  are 
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The  proposal  states  that  ’’The  accelerated  rate  of  annual  visitation 
which  would  accompany  designation. . .could  cause  serious  damage  to 
any  historic  or  cultural  features  not  adequately  protected;  conse- 
quently the  impact  of  the  proposal  could  be  significant.”  (p.73)« 
These  sites  should  be  designated  before  the  annual  visitation  has 
begun.  We  do  not  find  any  provision  for  safe-guarding  archeological 
or  historic  sites.  Certainly,  designation  as  a National  Wild  River, 
per  se,  will  do  nothing  to  protect  cultural  values.  Mention  should 
also  be  made  in  the  proposal  regarding  the  paleontological  material 
tnat  has  been  found  in  the  region.  These  are  covered  by  the 
Antiquities  Act  of  1906  just  as  much  as  the  archeological  values. 

7.  Access-  The  two  proposed  access  roads  may  be  unnecessary. 
Why  not  put  in  at  the  bridge  on  Milepost  94  of  the  SteeseHighway 

as  suggested  in  BLM’s  pamphlet  ’’Alaska  Canoe  Trails  " (1970)? 

Tnen  construction  of  an  access  road  from  the  Steese  to  the  North  Fork 
C-'eek  confluence  could  be  foregone.  Should  the  natives  of  Circle 
c .oose  not  to  include  the  land  which  lies  15  miles  downstream  of 
tnis  proposal,  we  recommend  that  the  third  alternative  of  adding  this 
" ifferent  Segment”  (p.85)  be  included  in  the  Birch  Creek  Wild  River 
System  as  this  would  provide  a take-out  point  where  3irch  Creek 
crosses  the  Steese  Highway  at  Milepost  147.  No  other  access  road 
would  need  to  be  built. 

8.  Impact  on  Wilderness  Values-  We  find  it  an  illogical  conclu 
to  state  that  designation  would  have  ’’slight,  if  any,  impact  on 
wilderness  values”  (p.74).  The  proposal  promises  accelerated 
visitation,  recreational  use,  and  motorized  vehicular  use.  The 
effects  of  increased  litter,  pollution  of  air,  water,  and  noise 
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cannot  be  fully  mitigated.  The  proposal  does  not  prohibit 
commercial  timber  harvesting  nor  mining.  Several  detrimental  effects 
to  wildlife  and  to  the  land  may  result  from  motorized  recreational 
use.  Either  more  stringent  protection  should  be  guaranteed  before 
tne  visitation  increases,  or  this  section  should  be  dealt  with  in 
a more  realistic  manner. 

9.  Other  Errors-  Our  review  uncovered  the  following  slight 
errors:  Page  21,  line  13  should  read  "rivers  usually  become  ice 

free  around  mid  to  late  Kay."  Page  30,  line  21  should  read 
"Maximum  river  flows  usually  occur  in  mid  to  late  May." 


T 1 


1 2 


In  conclusion,  we  realize  that  the  benefits  of  establishing 
Bircn  Creek  as  a Wild  River  area  greatly  outweigh  the  negative 
impacts.  However,  we  feel  that  the  recreational  enjoyment  of  the 
area  and  the  protection  of  its  wilderness  qualities  are  incompatible 
with  both  commercial  exploitation  and  motorized  vehicle  use.  We  suggest 
further  inquiry  into  the  alternative  to  include  the  area  into  the 
Wilderness  Preservation  System  be  considered,  that  the  deleterious 
effects  of  the  increased  visitation  be  dealt  with  before  the  harm 
is  done,  and  that  the  proposal  be  more  strictly  worded. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
MS.  NANCY  MURPHY 


1.  The  discussion  of  the  shape  of  the  area  has  been  deleted  from 
the  text.  The  study  was  conducted  under  authority  of  the 
Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act  and  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  Act.  Although  it  did  not  identify  wilderness  proposals, 
wilderness  values  were  considered  and  recognized  in  the  report. 

The  legislative  proposal  does  not  preclude  further  wilderness 
designation  by  the  Congress  as  one  of  the  purposes  of  the 
proposal  is  to  preserve  the  existing  environment. 

2.  We  recognize  in  several  portions  of  the  report  the  need  to 
strictly  control  the  time  and  place  of  the  use  of  motorized 
vehicles.  Such  control  can  include  banning  if  the  use  appears 
to  be  adversely  affecting  the  environment.  The  text  has  been 
revised  to  indicate  the  limited  number  of  aircraft  landing  sites. 

3.  The  carrying  capacity  was  estimated  based  on  observation, 
available  data,  and  discussion  with  knowledgeable  persons  and 
organizations.  It  is  a judgement  which  must  be  refined  in  the 
master  planning. 

The  text  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the  policy  that,  except  as 
may  be  otherwise  prohibited  by  Federal  or  State  law,  existing 
traditional  subsistence  uses  of  renewable  resources  will  be 
permitted  until  it  is  determined  by  the  Secretary  that  utilization 
of  these  resources  is  neither  economically  nor  physically 
necessary  to  maintain  human  life  and  necessary  to  provide 
opportunities  for  the  survival  of  Alaskan  cultures  centering  on 
subsistence  as  a way  of  life. 

If  it  is  demonstrated  that  continued  subsistence  uses  may  result 
in  a progressive  reduction  of  animal  or  plant  resources  which 
could  lead  to  long-range  alterations  of  ecosystems,  the  managing 
agency,  following  consultation  with  the  Alaska  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game,  carmunities , and  affected  individuals,  shall  have 
the  authority  to  restrict  subsistance  activities  in  part  or  all 
of  the  proposal  area. 

4.  Ccnmercial  uses  of  the  type  you  identify,  float  trips  and 
horseback  tours,  would  be  allowed  under  permit.  They  might  be 
restricted  as  to  size  of  group,  area  travelled,  campsites,  etc. 

We  believe  our  assessment,  that  the  limited  number  of  visitors 
might  have  an  impact  on  the  local  economy  but  that  impact  would 
be  slight,  is  valid. 
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5. 


Since  the  timber  occurs  in  stringers  along  the  river  and 
in  isolated  stands,  we  feel  there  is  little  likelihood  of 
econcmic  development.  The  text  has  been  revised  (Section  II  - 
Impact  on  Timber)  to  delete  inference  of  20  square  miles 
of  interior  commerical  timber . 

6.  Requests  for  access  through  the  wild  river  area  to  valid 
existing  claims  would  be  submitted  to  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  for  its  consideration.  The  issuance  of  a permit 
would  be  contigent  upon  the  selection  of  a route  that 
causes  the  least  environmental  damage  to  the  area. 

7.  In  Section  I - Administration  - Management  - we  have 
discussed  the  establishment  of  mining  regulations  by  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  in  cooperation  with  the  State 
and  concerned  user  groups.  There  is  no  reason  why  the 
Bureau  of  Mines  and  Geological  Survey  or  any  other  agency 
having  data  to  furnish  or  an  interest  could  not  be  involved. 

8.  Section  I - Administration  - Management,  and  Section  IV  - 
Mitigating  Measures  Included  in  the  Proposed  Action  - have 
been  revised  to  emphasize  the  need  for  archeological 
investigation  to  identify  cultural  features  worthy  of 
preservation  and  protection. 

9.  Valid  comment,  and  worthy  of  consideration  if  the  Natives 
do  not  select  the  lands.  However,  our  study  was  based  on 
the  existence  of  the  withdrawal.  Even  if  the  Natives  select 
the  land,  it  may  be  possible  to  work  out  a cooperative  agreement 
for  the  management  of  the  lands. 

10.  In  the  context  that  we  are  discussing  10,600  visitor  days 
of  annually  dispersed  use  along  135  miles  of  river  and  over 
200,000  acres  of  land,  we  believe  the  impact  slight  although 
there  will  be  some  impacts  which  cannot  be  fully  mitigated. 

Lands  classified  d-2  are  withdrawn  frcm  all  forms  of  appropriation 
under  the  public  land  laws,  including  mining  and  mineral 
leasing  laws.  Section  III  - Impact  on  the  Local  Economy  - 
indicates  we  did  not  identify  nay  caimerical  timber  activity 

in  the  area.  Section  I - Administration  - Managanent  - indicates 
that  the  controls  necessary  to  preserve  the  environment 
include  prohibition  of  new  commercial  uses. 

11.  Our  source  material  reflects  data  as  stated  in  text. 
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17262  Breda  Lane 

Huntington  Beach,  California  92649 
May  15,  1974 


Theodor  R.  Swem,  Chairman 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 

A friend  of  mine  showed  me  the  February  1974  Wilderness  Report 
and  the  report  sent  out  by  the  Wilderness  Society  to  people 
writing  for  "Alaska  Alternatives".  I am  enclosing  these  two 
brochures  and  request: 

(1)  That  they  be  included  with  my  letter  as  a comment 
on  each  of  the  28  environmental  statements. 

(2)  That  you  include  my  concern  that  this  highly- 
financed,  highly-organized,  special  interest  campaign  be 
recognized  for  what  it  is. 

(3)  That  unoriginal  characters  with  no  special  knowledge 
of  Alaska  being  led  by  the  nose  through  some  letter-writing 
campaign  be  given  the  inattention  they  deserve. 

On  the  basis  of  my  last  request,  I offer  no  "Alaska  Alternatives". 
I suspect  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  knows  a lot  more  about 
the  situation  than  I do. 

Qinrprnl v unnrc 

I 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
Mr.  Kevin  Sullivan 


Item  7 listed  in  Section  IV  Mitigating  Measures  included 
in  the  Proposed  Action  addresses  the  protection  of  any 
peregrine  falcon  nesting  sites  by  restricting  human 
encroachment  during  the  critical  periods  in  the  nesting 
season. 


JOHN  R.  SWANSON 
P.  O.  Box  922 
Berkeley,  California  94701 


U. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
Mr.  John  Swanson 


The  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  (P.L.  90-542)  provides 
for  the  protection  of  certain  selected  rivers  and 
" . . .their  inmediate  environments. . . " It  was  under 
this  policy  that  the  river  was  studied. 


I'cv:  r iir.  Ibrtcr.j 


3 he we  :r.y  e*  ar-  in  vuir,  ir:  that  this  letter  La  ::.Pt 

?;  i t • equal  co.nri.  deration  a;  . ’have  put  into  it. 

l*hc  suryect  i > the  proposed  iJir-*k,  Yukon,  Charlie  ar.d  :'orl4 
t • le  wild  rj  v*»r  nrcs^  In  Alaska. 

T thin*  .->cm.e  very  deep  t nought.  should  be  giver.  to  arj  and  al ) 
land  manag-mer.  *.  proposal  s,  wo i .hi ng  all  sides  very  carefuilv.  j r:ster>  : 
r, f opposing  sides  fighting  it  out  lets  take  a look  at  the  good  point 
ir;  both  ar.d  try  to  work  out  sore  mo  re  reasonable  solutions.  I real  /.« 
tr.at  many  people  in  the  loweer  .state.-;  and  elsewhere  wu-i  like  tc 
Alaska  lecome  a big  recreatior.nl  par.-.,  this  is  ■u:.der.j:a*:d»:;-ic, 

Che  would  like  to  know  there  is  a place  left  in  America  that  the. 
car:  hope  of  ore  day  roir.g,  living  for  a few  wools  of  there  life  the  way 
v hoy  always  dreamed  they  would  like. 

liovever  this  is  being  quite  unfair  to  the  Alaskans  who  lives  rare 
a*.c  must  make  a living  for  them.-. el  and  "anily.  kenli/.e  that  many  ;■  '•  ■ 
rely  or.  these  areas  for  there  livelihood  ‘ . rev/  mining,  guiding , t rape : r.«: 
and  related  occupation. 

The  proposals  in  them. so!  f are  not  all  lac  however  it  is  fa’* 
to  early  to  be  Beneficial  to  Alaska.  These  proposed  arc  cio  q t o very 
wild,  they  did  rot  change  with  the  heavy  mining,  hunting  cct.  of  the 
Thirties  nor  will  they  for  ar  X rrumler  of  year*;  to  come. 

Wait  on  these  proposals  not  until  its  too  lrvtc,  .’just  until 
tine  warrents  such  a move.  I am  sure  in  time  when  heaver  ooculatoion.: 
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exist  apd  use  becomes  considerably  heavier,  there  will  be  a need  for 
such  proposals.  At  the  present  time  there  is  not  a need  and  we  cannot 
afford  to  stop  the  growth  potential  and  properity  of  these  areas. 

Let  us  first  grow  in  a normal  and  healthy  way. 

I live  at  102  mile  Steese  highway,  It  is  an  area  I xcr^ 

much  and  would  like  to  be  able  to  call  it  hone,  but  I can  not,  for 
there  is  no  way  I can  obtain  even  an  acre  of  land, to  build  a hone, 
plant  a garden  or  just  call  mine.  This  is  true  with  most  of  Alaska. 

Lets  get  badk  homesites,  homesteads,  or  even  sell  the  land  at  reasonable 
prices.  Let  the  peaple  of  Alaska  have  so.ncland,  we  need  it  for  our 
hones,  business  and  livlihood. 

What  I ask  is  Really  not  so  much,  Hold  off  on  these  proposals 
and  let  the  people  of  Alaska  grow  and  Become  the  place  they  want  it 
to  be.  Is  this  not  our  right  rather  than  a privelage?  These  proposals  will  be 
taking  that  very  right  from  us. 


people  here  can  get  there  word  to  were  it  counts. 

I an  25  years  old,  so  I on  very  conserned  about  the  future,  of 
the  place  I expect  to  live  the  rost  of  ray  -life.  Please  In  an  attempt  to 
preserve  the  great  state  of  Alaska  let6  not  take  the  very  life  out  of 
it,  for  then  we  shall  destroy  the  very  thing  we  all  hope  and  pray  for* 
a free  and  beautiful  land. 


I would  also  hope  to  see  public  hearings  in  these  areas  so  the 


1 


Sincerely  Yours, 


Ken  Vorisek 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
Mr.  Ken  Vorisek 


1.  The  value  of  public  input  and  consultation  with  local 
residents  and  others  in  planning  the  new  proposals  is 
recognized.  Seme  contacts  were  made  with  local  represen- 
tatives and  organizations  during  the  limited  study  period 
by  Congress.  The  contacts  however,  were  solely  to  obtain 
information  and,  in  a few  cases,  to  seek  reaction  to 
possible  alternatives  for  use  of  the  land  involved  in 
the  absence  of  any  specific  proposal.  Since  final  decisions 
were  not  made  within  the  Department  of  the  Interior  concerning 
the  specific  Park,  Wildlife  Refuge,  and  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  proposals  until  November,  1973  there  was  no  way  to 
go  to  the  public  for  carment  on  the  proposals  until  the 
draft  Environmental  Impact  Statements  and  plans  were  released 
in  December.  The  Department  of  Agriculture's  Forest 
Service,  which  was  involved  in  studying  possible  additional 
National  Forests,  did  present  specific  proposals  to  the 
public  in  a series  of  meetings  that  took  place  in  the  areas 
of  concern. 

Information  gathered  during  the  studies  has  been  augmented 
with  corrments  frem  the  transcripts  of  the  Joint  Federal  State 
Land  Use  Planning  Commission  public  hearings  on  use  of  the 
17  (d) (2)  withdrawal  lands.  The  Federal  agencies  also  had 
representatives  at  the  public  hearings  to  identify  and  take 
note  of  special  problems  requiring  consideration.  Corrments 
received  as  a result  of  the  public  review  of  the  draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statements  have  also  been  considered 
in  the  development  of  the  final  Environmental  Impact  Statements. 

In  addition,  the  general  public  will  be  afforded  the 
opportunity  to  present  their  views  on  the  proposals  at 
Congressional  hearings  which  will  undoubtedly  be  held  on  all 
proposals.  Congress  will  make  the  final  decisions  in  all 
cases. 
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915  Will  Rogers  Drive 
Stillwater,  Oklahoma  74074 
April  12,  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem 
Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 


This  letter  is  in  response  to  Secretary  of  the  Interior  Morton's  rec- 
ommendations and  proposed  legislation  to  establish  limits  of  the  National 
Park,  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  and  National  Forest 
Systems  on  the  Federally-owned  lands  of  Alaska.  The  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statements  which  were  submitted  by  the  Secretary  have  many  deficiencies 
which  should  be  corrected  before  the  final  impact  statements  are  submitted. 


The  impact  statements  seem  to  have  the  following  general  shortcomings 
which  I recommend  be  reconsidered  and  corrected  as  appropriate. 


Discussion  of  the  alternative  of  a wilderness  designation 
in  most  proposals  is  generalized.  Each  statement  should 
discuss  and  consider  a specific  wilderness  proposal . 


1 


The  alternative  of  not  permitting  mining  or  oil  and  gas 
leasing  in  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  areas  was  not 
discussed . 


Interior  proposes  to  name  some  National  Park  System  areas 
national  monuments.  Because  of  their  high  scenic  beauty 
and  great  natural  values,  all  such  areas  should  be  named 
national  parks. 

Interior  proposes  to  name  all  wildlife  system  areas  as 
"National  Wildlife  Refuges."  Since  their  wilderness  con- 
dition is  necessary  to  wildlife,  however,  they  should  be 
designated  "wildlands"  or  "wildlife  ranges."  They  are  not 
merely  sanctuaries,  but  have  other  values  as  well. 

No  areas  proposed  for  "multiple  use"  should  be  permitted 
to  stand  as  the  Secretary  has  submitted  them. 
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22.  Yukon-Kuskokwim  National  Forest 


I he  statement  does  noi  discuss  or  consider:  I. 
I he  impacts  on  wildlife,  especially  Chose  popula- 
tions that  move  between  the  proposed  forest  and 
Mount  McKinley  National  l*ark.  2.  I he  alterna- 
tives of  proposing  strong  wildlife  protection  provi- 
sions. 3.  I he  overall  and  long  range  impacts  of  the 
forest  on  McKinley  Park.  4.  I he  impacts  of  re- 
source extraction  within  the  Nowitna  Scenic  River 
watershed.  Since  only  14  percent  of  the  proposed 
forest  contains  potential  commercial  forest  lands, 
the  forest  Service  has  not  adequately  demonstrated 
any  real  need  to  establish  a national  forest  here. 


23.  Beaver  Creek  and  Birch  Creek. 


Serious  alternatives  to  both  proposals — not  con- 
sidered— should  he  thoroughly  analyzed,  alterna- 
tives that  would  protect  the  rivers’  entire  water- 
sheds. f or  example,  since  they  How  into  the  Yukon 
flats  area,  adding  them  to  the  Yukon  flats  Na- 
tional Wildlife  Refuge  should  be  considered,  (he 
impacts  of  HUM  multiple  use  management — 
including  mining — within  the  watersheds  of  both 
proposals  are  not  adequately  discussed. 


2 


3 


24.  Fortymile. 


This  is  basically  a good  proposal,  hut  alterna- 
tives not  analyzed  include:  I.  Designating  more  of 
the  river  system  as  wild  and  scenic.  2.  ( onsidering 
the  river  system — with  its  superb  scenic  and  recre- 
ational resources — for  addition  to  and  management 
as  part  of  the  National  Park  System,  rather  than 
within  the  HI  M.  In  addition,  the  impacts  ol  allow- 
ing access  for  mining  ami  the  impacts  ol  that 
mining  within  the  river's  watershed  should  be 
thoroughly  discussed. 


25.  Unalakleet. 


Alternatives  should  he  considered  that  would:  I. 
Protect  the  entire  river  through  cooperative  agree- 
ment with  the  natives,  who  may  gain  ownership  of 
the  headwaters.  2.  Automatically  include  the  entire 
river  in  the  system,  if  it  is  not  selected  by  the 
natives.  3.  Protect  the  entire  Unalakleet  watershed. 


Sincerely  yours, 


/tV&yC. 

Billy  C^wallace, 


PE 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
MR.  BILLY  C.  WALLACE 


1.  The  concern  over  the  potential  foreclosure  of  options  for 
wilderness  designation  is  understandable,  but  the  management 
objectives  for  the  proposals  do  not  preenpt  wilderness  options; 
they  further  the  intent  of  the  Wilderness  Act. 

Decisions  regarding  management  policies,  including  development 
and  public  use,  must  be  within  the  guidelines  of  the  basic 
legislation  of  the  managing  agency  and  the  authorizing 
legislation  for  the  particular  area. 

The  studies  of  the  d-2  lands,  which  were  carried  out  during 
the  two-year  period  designated  by  Congress,  identified  the 
resources  at  hand,  and  although  not  specifically  directed  towards 
wilderness  designation,  the  wilderness  values  of  the  area  were 
given  consideration.  These  values  were  tentatively  identified 
in  the  environmental  impact  statements. 

The  legislative  proposal  does  not  foreclose  further  wilderness 
designation  by  Congress.  Also,  any  developments  to  be 
considered  would  require  an  environmental  assessment  or  statement, 
which  would  include  a further  look  at  the  impact  of  the 
development  on  wilderness  values. 

2.  Section  VIII,  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Action,  discusses 
the  option  of  extending  the  boundaries  of  the  proposed  Yukon 
Flats  National  Wildlife  Refuge  to  include  the  river  and  its 
immediate  environment.  The  river  was  studied  under  the  authority 
in  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act.  That  Act  provides  that 
certain  rivers  or  segments  thereof  and  their  immediate 
environments  should  be  preserved. 

3.  BLM  is  the  successful  administrator  of  wild  rivers  in  other  parts 
of  the  country.  Since  it  will  be  the  agency  administering  the 
lands  surrounding  the  proposal,  it  is  the  logical  administering 
agency  consistent  with  the  policy  in  the  Nationwide  Outdoor 
Recreation  Plan.  That  policy  is  that  "Unless  otherwise 
designated  by  Congress . . . Federal  recreation  areas  will  be 
administered  by  the  Federal  agency  having  the  major  landholdings 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  area  at  the  time  of  establishment." 

Further,  the  areas  will  be  administered  under  authorities  in  the 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  and  consistent  with  the  "Guidelines 
for  Evaluating  Wild,  Scenic  and  Recreational  River  Areas  Proposed 
for  Inclusion  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System." 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
Mr.  David  Williamson 


T^nrte  within  the  basin  outside  of  the  Birch  Creek 
Wild  River  proposal,  the  Yukon  Flats  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  proposal,  and  the  Native  Village  withdrawals 
are  classified  as  Public  Interest  Lands  (d-1)  and  not 
presently  available  for  State  selection. 


Route  1 

Kelenville,  V/isconsln  53137 
June  20,  1974 


Interior  Secretary  Rogers  C.  3.  Morton 
Department  of  the  Interior 
..ash  ington,  D . C . 

Dear  Secretary  Mortons 


Me  would 


he  urge  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  extend 
under  tne  Rational  lid  and  Scenic  River  System  to 

Siren  cj 


utaries  of  tv;o  wild  rivers,  the  Beaver  ind 
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in,~  them  vulnerable  to  placer-mine  sediment,  possi  Ip  state 
selection,  and  “ " 
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mureau 


La  nd  Dana  remen  t 


rent . 


Secondly,  we  are  concerned,  that 
of  ecological  concern u 
Jildlif e 
national 


excluded  an  *’are; 
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is  considered  oi 
life  than 


you  have 
proposed 

Refuge.  Several  hundred  thousand  acres  of  former 
interest  lands  in  the  western  portion  of  the  Selawik 
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Thirdly,  we  are  concerned  about  your  withdrawal 
which  would  protect  the  refuges  at  Cape  Thompson  ana  Cape 
Lisburne.  .-.gain,  your  proposals  leave  the  wr  ter  sheas  behind 
those  two  important  areas  vulnerable  to  potential  coal  and 
deep  water,  harbor  developments.  This  land  was  dropped  in 
favor  of  a native  regional  corporation  deficiency  withdrawal. 

-o  urge  that  you  provide  for  this  def  ic ' r:oy  c crea-e  elsewhere, 
thus  protecting  those  vital  segments  el  arctic  coastline. 
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Fourthly,  v;e  urge  you  to  reconsider  your*  proposal  to  allow 
native  withdrawals  to  override  the  d-2  of  the  oroposec  Aniak- 
chak  Cs leers  National  Monument  on  the  Alaska  Peninsula  south- 
west of  Katmai  Na tional  Monument.  Ac  your  proposal  now  stare 
the  monument  would  include  substantial  private  in hole  in pa 
and  a lowland  portion  open  to  both  sport  end  subsistence  hunt 
inr.  be  believe  tha  t those  .functions  are  inner: oatible  with 
National  park  System  standards  and  ideals. 


Finally,  Interior's  recommendation 
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be  are  writ  in."  to  our  con  vessmen  an 


senators  to  let  them  know  our  views. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  our  concerns. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
Kenneth  H.  and  Joy  Wodtke 


The  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  (P.L.  90-542)  provides 
for  the  protection  of  certain  selected  rivers  and 
"...  their  immediate  environment. . . " It  was  under  this 
policy  that  the  river  was  studied. 


P.O.  Box  80989 
College,  Alaska  99701 

July  24,  1974 


Mr.  Theodor  R.  Swem,  Chairman 
Alaska  Planning  Group 
United  States  Department  of  the  inferior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Swem: 


If  appears  now  that  all  of  the  D-2  vvifhdrawals  have  had  an  "impact  statement"  written  about 
them,  and  according  to  a short  introduction  in  each  one,  comments  are  invited.  Most  of 
my  comments  are  general  and  could  apply  to  ali  of  them. 

(1)  Alaska  needs  to  develop  the  few  industrial  uses  of  its  land  that  are  possible.  This  minimal 
development  will  in  no  way  interfere  with  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  land  for  recreational 
purposes,  whether  they  be  hunting,  camping,  mountain  climbing  or  just  touring.  All  of  the 
impact  statements  deny  this  simple  fact  and  aim  toward  one  principle  use:  recreation. 

(2)  Proposals  to  set  aside  rivers  deny  the  fact  that  the  State  controls  Its  waters  and  rnayl  i 

dispose  of  them  as  it  sees  fit.  1 


(3)  The  Yukon  has  been  and  again  will  be  a major  transportation  artery  for  Alaska, 
that  would  limit  its  usefulness  is  to  be  discouraged. 


• I l I : * 7 


(4)  It  is  not  true  that  scattered  centers  of  mining  are  going  to  interfere  with  recreational  uses 
of  the  area  nor  destroy  natural  beauty.  The  number  of  people  that  the  area  can  support  is  still 
very  small.  The  United  States  still  has  multiple  use  as  its  avowed  policy,  and  the  people  of 
Alaska  resent  the  drive  by  the  administrative  branches  of  government  to  lock  up  Alaska  for  c 
single  "use",  which  is  really  non-use.  A look  at  the  large  hydro-electric  installations  in  the 
States  will  show  that  once  built  they  have  little  affect  on  the  immediate  surroundings,  since  the 
product,  either  electrical  power- or  water,  is  used  elsewhere.  Alining,  trapping  and  recreational 
uses  are  perfectly  compatible,  and  should  all  be  encouraged. 


The  roads  of  the  Interior  have  no!  become  "strip  developments".  From  Mile  45  to  Central  there 
are  only  two  roadhouses  on  rhe  Sfeese  Highway  (much  appreciated).  There  is  only  one  home 
between  the  Alaska  Highway  and  Chicken  on  !he  Taylor  highway,  and  the  Cafe  on  the  South 
Fork  of  the  Fortymile  has  been  sold  to  the  Highway  Department.  From  there  to  Eagle  there  is 
only  one  stop. 

(5)  In  several  of  the  statements  the  observation  is  made  that  in  case  of  "national  need" 
mining  would  be  allowed.  This  shows  a lack  of  understanding  of  the  way  in  which  mineral 
deposits  are  found  and  developed.  The  only  way  in  which  to  have  minerals  In  a national 
need,  is  to  mining  them  when  t^e  n-  nd  arises. 
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On  June  21,  1974,  representatives  of  B . L.  M. , B . O.  R . and  F.  W.  S.  held  an  informal  session 
at  Central  to  "answer  questions"  concerning  the  Birch  Creek  and  Upper  Yukon  proposals. 

The  60  people  assembled  did  not  need  answers;  the  answers  are  spelled  out,  and  they  add  up 
to  taking  the  area  away  from  the  people.  They  insisted  on  turning  the  proceedings  into  a 
hearing,  and  in  fact  said  some  harsh  things,  which  v/e  all  regret.  My  greatest  regret,  however, 
is  that  such  things  must  be  said.  When  finally  a vote  was  taken,  it  showed  that  the  60  people  did 
not  want  any  of  the  proposals  implemented.  They  wanted  no  parks,  wild  rivers,  etc.  They 
wanted  access  to  the  land,  they  wanted  to  use  the  land.  Why  can't  the  people  who  are  pushing 
these  schemes  see  this  and  acknowledge  this,  so  that  harsh  statements  need  not  be  made? 

I have  the  following  specific  comments,  but  do  not  mean  to  imply  that  these  are  the  only 
ones  that  might  be  made. 


Yukon-Charley 

Page  1 15  - No  permanent  settlements.  There  are  trappers  on  the  Charley  and  two  men 
are  alv/ays  in  residence  at  Coal  Creek  to  protect  the  property.  There  is  an  operating  dredge 
on  Coal  Creek  and  Woodchopper  Creek  will  soon  be  operating. 

Page  21  - Development  at  Coal  Creek  and  Woodchopper.  This  is  private  property  used  in 
mining,  and  as  long'as  the  development  does  not  interfere  with  the  mining,  the  development 
would  probably  be  welcome.  After  seventy-five  years  of  occupancy,  however,  it  does  not 
appear  that  any -such  development  will. be  economically  feasible.  The  Slavin  Roadhouse  wiil 
soon  be  used  as  a bunkhouse. 


Page  17  - It  is  not  at  all  clear  that  the  proposed  ferry  system  would  benefit  Alaskan  residents 
of  the  area.  Hun  Navigation  Company  of  Ft.  Yukon  now  provides  good  summer  service  for 
freight.  Perhaps  they  could  institute  passenger  service.  Also  it  would  benefit  the  residents 
more  to  upgrade  the  present  tractor  trails,  e.g.  Circle  Hot  Springs  to  Birch  Creek  to  Wood- 
chopper  Creek,  to  Coal  Creek,  then  to  establish  new  trails. 

Page  19.  The  Woodchopper  - Coal  Creek  area  will  not  economically  support  the 
activities  listed. 


Page  iii  - Has  the  Alaska  Miners  Association  been  asked  tp  comment? 

Page  195  - Out  of  328  pages,  about  two  are  devoted  to  mining.  Mining  and  trapping 
are  the  only  activities  that  could  possibly  provide  any  money  for  the  residents,  with  mining 
far  ahead  of  trapping.  The  discussion  is  totally  inadequate  and  amateurish.  The  last  half  of 
page  196  contains  a ridiculous  and  tortured  argument  which  says  in  effect:  "we  are  going  to 
make  mining  and  exploration  so  expensive  by  artifically  imposed  restrictions  that  there  won't 
be  qn.y  mining,  hence,  there  will  be  no  impact  on  mining “.  This  type  of  reasoning  is  an 
insult  to  the  public  who  are  after  all  paying  for  this  statement,  and  denies  that  there  is  any 
reason  for  producing  gold  or  other  minerals.  Considering  what  is  happening  to  our  money  we 
liua  better  iiv  - .,iv.c,iivui  * * * t-i-  ..  • Cvmt.v..i)  u . , 
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is  that  gold  mining  has  been  in  a severe  depression  for  twenty-five  years.  If  this  had  not 
been  so,  the  distribution  of  population  and  mining  activities  would  be  far  different  thar  as 
described  in  this  publication.  However,  gold  mining  is  emerging  from  this  depression,  the 
price  has  quadrupled  and  I see  no  evidence  that  the  authors  even  know  of  this  situation,  or 
that  they  have  tried  to  gauge  the  effects  or  "impact"  of  these  new  developments,. 

Page  124  - Under  "Economic  Activities  and  Resource  Uses"  mining  is  not  even  mentioned. 

Page  145  - Hun  Navigation  Company  of  Ft.  Yukon  has  barge  service  on  this  stretch  of 
the  Yukon. 

Page  167  - As  a student  of  the  past  50  years'  history  I do  not  believe  that  the  prophecy 
of  intensive  industrialization  is  Justified. 

I consider  that  the  impact  statements  is  an  attempt  to  Justify  taking  land  away  from  the  people. 

I have  not  seen  any  of  the  past  results  that  are  stated  in  the  report,  and  disagree  with  the 
projections  for  the  future.  Neither  I,  nor  anyone  who  uses  the  area  that  I have  talked  to,  wants 
any  of  these  proposals  to  be  carried  out,  and  I urge  you  to  take  action  to  keep  them  from  being 
so  carried  out. 

Sincerely, 

I.  i C1 

Ernest  N.  Wolff 

Copies  sent  to: 

Mr.  Curtis  J.  Berklund,  Dir.,  B.L.M. 

Honorable  Ted  Stevens,  Senator  from  Alaska 

Honorable  Mike  Gravel,  Senator  from  Alaska 

Honorable  Don  Young,  Congressman 

Honorable  William  A.  Egan,  Governor  of  Alaska 

Honorable  Rogers  C.  B.  Morton,  Secretary  of  the  Interior 

Mr.  Charles  F.  Herbert,  Commissioner  of  Natural  Resources 

Mr.  Richard  H.  LeDosquet,  District  Mgr.  of  B.L.M. 

Mr.  Curtis  McVee,  B.L.M. 

Mr.  Robert  J.  McGrane,  Pres,  of  Alaska  Miners  Ass'n. 
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P.O.  Box  80989 
College,  Alaska  99701 

July  24,  1974 


Curtis  J.  Bcrklund,  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Dept,  of  the  Interior 
18th  and  C Street  N.W. 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Berklund: 


Some  time  ego  there  was  considerable  discussion  and  disagreement  over  the  Bureau  of  Land 
M.onogcmcnf 's  interpretation  of  section  22(c)  cf  the  Alaska  Native.  Claims  Settlement  Act. 

If  was  my  belief  at  that  time  that  the  interpretation  of  B.L.M.,  requiring. t ha!  valid  mining 
claims  on  native  lands  had  to  go  to  patent  vrithin  five  years,  had  been  withdrawn.  In  the 
April  1974  Stare  Mines  Bulletin,  however,  it  was  stated  that  owners  of  such  claims  must 
file  on  acceptable  patent  applicciion  by  December  18,  1976.  This  Is  an  administrative 
regulation  and  is  not  based  upon  Section  22(c)  cf  the  Act  which  is  now  the  law  of  the  lend. 


The  section  in  question  reads  thus: 

(c)"  On  any  lends  conveyed  to  Village  and  Regional  Corporations,  any  person  who  prior 
to  August  31,  1971,  initiated  a valid  mining  claim  cr  location  under  the  general 
mining  laws  and  recorded  notice  of  said  location  with  the  appropriate  Stare  cr  local 
office  shall -be  protected  in  his  possessory  rights,  if  all  requirements  of  the  general 
mining  lav/s  are  complied  with,  fer  c period  of  five  years  and  may,  if  cii  require- 
ments of  the  general  mining  laws  are  complied  with,  proceed  to  patent." 


It  will  be  noted  that  this  section  does  not  require  anyone  to  apply  for  patent  within  five 
years  and  it  is  impossible  upon  a rational  reading  to  interpret  it  so.  The  Act  states  in 
Section  22(b): 

"Any  person  who  has  made  a lawful  entry  prior  to  August  31,  1971,  for  any  of  the 
foregoing  purposes  shall  be  protected  in  his  right  of  use  and  occupancy  .until  all 
the  requirements  of  law  for  a palent  have  been  met  even  though  the  lands  involved 
have  been  reserved  or  withdrawn  in  accordance  with  Public  Land  Ordc-r  4582,  as 
amended.  Or  the  withdrawal  of  this  Act." 


On  page  37  of  my  copy  of  the  Bill  92(d)  Congress,  Report  No.  92-746,  which  is  the  joint 
statement  of  the  committee  of  conference,  and  which  tries  to  stale  the  major  provisions  of 
•the  Bill  in  abbreviated  form,  we  have  Section  4F,  Valid  Existing  Rights,  which  says: 


"All  valid  existing  rights,  including  inchoate  rights  of  enfryrnen  and  mineral 
locators,  are  protected." 
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Developing  a mine  from  a group  of  mining  claims  is  a long  expensive  process.  If  takes 
a long  time,  especially  for  a person  or  .organization  of  limited  funds,  to  even  determine 
if  o piece  of  property  is  worth  patenting,  and  an  even  longer  time  to  mob  it  ready  for 
patenting.  The  low  under  which  fho  mining  claims  were  acquired  in  the  iirs!  p:c:ce  con- 
ferred certain  rights  end  obligations  arson  the  locator,  among  which  are  the  rig  lit  and 
obligation  to  explore  and  develop  a c nm,  and  when  ready,  io  apply  for  patent. 

There  is  no  time  ! imifoi ion  set  by  fho  law  for  patenting,  and  if. a patent  is  applied  f or  pre- 
maturely, the  patent  will  be  denied  and  the  claim  invalidated.  The  interpretation  r.-'.occ-d 
upon  22(c)  by  the  B.L./ys.  results  in  taking  away  vciid  existing  rights  and  i 
to  Section  22(b)  already  quoted.  A person  who  gives  a quit  claim  deed  io 
which  he  grants,  in  return  for  remuneration, 

"all  of  his  right  title  and  interest" 

would  be  liable  to  legal  action  by  the  grantee  if  some  of  these  rights  were  abrogated 
by  this  BLm  interpretation. 


o i . i:  _ : 
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i wish  to  protest  again  and  will  continue  to  protest  against  the  interpretation  c 


c 


which  attempts  to  fake  valid  existing  rights  of  any  kind  from  cnycrw . . 

but  endless  litigation  from  such  actions  which  are  contrary  to  the  expressed  and 
intent  of  this  law.  I ask  you  to  raise  your  voice  in  opposition  to  the  interpreter 

stated  in  the  regulations. 

Sincerely, 


2 a ■ a } 
r orbing 
.*q  p c,  r 1 c 
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?),  d-i 

Ernest  N.  Wolff 
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Copies  sent  to: 

Honorcble  Ted  Stevens , Senator  from  Alaska 
Honorcble  Mike  Gravel,  Senator  from  Alaska 
Honorcble  Don  Young,  Ccnaressman 
Bonoroble  William  A.  Egon,  Governor  of  Alaska 
Honorcole  Rogers  C.  B.  Morion,  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
Mr.  Charles  F.  Herbert,  Commissioner  of- Natural  Resources 
Mr.  Richard  H.  LeDosquet,  District  Mgr.ofB.L.M. 

Mr.  Curtis  McVee , B.L.M. 

Mir.  Robert  J.  McGro no,  Pres,  of  Alaska  Miners  Ass’n. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
Mr.  Ernest  N.  Wolff 


All  of  the  river  reports  recognize  that  if  the  rivers 
are  determined  to  be  "navigable",  the  riverbed  would 
be  in  State  ownership  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Alaska  Statehood  Act.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  State 
over  waters  of  any  stream  included  in  the  National 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  shall  be  unaffected  to 
the  extent  that  such  jurisdiction  may  be  exercised 
without  impairing  the  river's  values  or  its 
admini  s tration . 


3084  6th  Street 
Boulder,  CO  80302 
18  June  1974 


Theodor  R.  Sveta , 

Chairman,  Alaska  Planning  Group 
Room  1345 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Hr.  Sweat 


This  is  a ccmssni  on  DE3  73*1  OB  Proposed!  Inclusion  of  Birch 
Creek  into  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System. 

The  following  impacts  should  he  more  completely  assessed t 

1)  The  effects  on  water  quality  of  allowing  mining  upstream 
of  the  proposal  area. 

2)  Effects  on  water  quality  and  water  levels  of  water  rights 
upstream.  Since  the  normal  flows  of  Birch  Creek  are  not  given 
in  the  statement,  it  is  impossible  to  evaluate  the  impact  of 
the  use  upstream  of  2,000,000  gallons  a day,. 

3)  The.  impacts  of  wilderno33  classification  with  adjoining 
laris . The  following  alternatives  should  be  -explicitly 
considered*  Inclusion  in  a wilderness  area  of  a.)  this  crescent 
shaped  section  south  of  the  creek  (south  and  .east  fres 
Twelve  Kile  Suss&t  through  Harrington,  Clums,  South,  and 
Yukon  Pork* drainages  and  perhaps  north  from  the  Yukon  Fork) 
and  b)  unrosdsd  areas  tc  the  north  of  the  east-west  running 
section  of  the  proposal. 

The  following  alternative  should  be  considered?  addition  to 
the  proposal  of  a provision  designating  unroaasd  areas  of  the 
basin  upstre&a  of  the  proposal  as  new  study  areas  for  possible 
inclusion  in  the  National  wilderness  Preservation  System  (or 
so  designating  all  unroaded  areas  contiguous  to  the  proposal 
not  selected  by  the  State  of  Alaska) . 


Sincorely, 

A J_^j.  ■ 7 p.  ,<  c_/  ' .. 


/ ipj 

/ Ken  Zafren 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  BY 
Mr.  Ken  Zafren 


1.  We  understand  that  much  of  the  water  used  would  be  returned 
to  the  river  directly  or  indirectly  after  use.  The  report 
(Section  II,  Water  Rights  and  Navigability)  recognizes 

the  need  to  ascertain  the  extent  and  impact  of  this  water 
use.  The  State  water  quality  regulations  (See  Appendix) 
properly  enforced  will  prevent  degradation  of  the  quality 
of  water.  Section  13(d)  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
Act  provides  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  States  over 
waters  of  any  stream  in  the  National  System  is  unaffected  to 
the  extent  that  it  might  be  exercised  without  impairing 
the  purposes  of  this  Act  or  the  administration  of  the  river. 

2.  The  concern  over  the  potential  foreclosure  of  options  for 
wilderness  designation  is  understandable,  but  the  management 
objectives  for  the  proposals  do  not  preempt  wilderness  options  ; 
they  further  the  intent  of  the  Wilderness  Act. 

Decisions  regarding  management  policies,  including  development 
and  public  use,  must  be  within  the  guidelines  of  the  basic 
legislation  of  the  managing  agency  and  the  authorizing 
legislation  for  the  particular  area. 

The  studies  of  the  d-2  lands  which  were  carried  out  during 
the  two-year  period  designated  by  Congress  identified  the 
resources  at  hand,  and  although  not  specifically  directed 
towards  wilderness  designation,  the  wilderness  values  of 
the  area  were  given  consideration.  These  values  were  tentatively 
identified  in  the  environmental  impact  statements. 

The  legislative  proposal  does  not  foreclose  further  wilderness 
designation  by  Congress.  Also,  any  developments  to  be 
considered  would  require  an  environmental  assessment  or  statement, 
which  would  include  a further  look  at  the  impact  of  the  development 
on  wilderness  values. 
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Route  1 , Box  248 
Areata,  CA  95521 
June  18,  1974 


Rogers  C.B.  Morton 
Secretary  of  the  Interior 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Secretary  Morton: 

I am  writing  to  present  iny  views  on  the  environmental  impact  state- 
ments on  the  first  seven  of  the  Interior  Department's  selections  of 
Alaska  National  Interest  Lands.  Basically,  I think  the  Interior 
Department  has  failed  to  live  up  to  its  early  pledge  of  striving  for 
"ecosystem"  protection,  and  substituted  political  expediency  in  its 
place . 

On  only  one  of  the  seven  areas  can  I agree  fully  with  the  Department's 
recommendations.  This  is  the  Kobuk  Valley  N&t-i-onai  "Monument-  proposal; 
Here,  the  Interior  Department  has  successfully  achieved  "ecosystem  pro- 
tection and  fulfilled  its-  past  pledge.  However,  this  area  stands 
alone  in  its  acceptability. 

An  excel lai.t  example  of  the  Interior’s  poor  decision -making  lies 
with  the  proposed  Sclawik  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  In  tits  case 
the  Interior  decided  not  to  include  an  important  area  in  the  v/r stern 
portion  of  the  Delawik  basin.  Several  hundred. thousand  acres  of 
former  "d~2"  land-withdrawls  were  within  this  area,  but  wore  dropped 
altogether  in  favor  of  a native  village  deficiency  withdraw!. 

According  to  l he  BIS  this  omitted  western  portion  of  the  basin 
is  "of  comparable  or  greater  value  to  fish  and  wildlife  that  the 
proposed  refuge  itself."  Interior  could  easily  have  allowed  for 
native  selection  and  reserved  the  remainder  for  the  Refuge  proposal. 
This  action  should  have  been  taken,  but  it  was  not. 

Similarity , Interior  has  alio  od  native  v/ithdrawls  to  override  d-f 
lands  of  several  areas:  the  Refuge  proposals  at  Cape  Thompson  and 
Cape  Lisburne , and  the  proposed  Aniakchalc  Caldera  National  Monument. 

In  these  cases  the  Interior  Department  could  have  provided  for  this 
deficiency  ace rage  elsewhere.  In  the  case  of  the  Nellie  Juan  River 
Valley,  as  in  the  case  of  the  Selawik  basin's  western  portion , the 
Interior  failed  to  retain  important  lands  net  selected  by  native 
wi th drawls . 

These  last  examples  scorn  indicative  of  the  way  the  Interior  Depart- 
ment has  conducted  its  lend  selections:  more  with  a regard  for 

expediency,  than  for  ecol  ogical  concern.  I think  it  i r-or:it.5.ve  f’  • f 
the  Interior  Department  live  up  to  its  earlier  pledge  of  'tecosystc.' 

•*■0  v*  ■*“  »'*'•  T • • « “ vs  J“  V*  *-  n -)■>*■  > r <•  f-.  4-b  /•.  ' - - 8 * a • 

prudent 


Sincere] y , 

t 

• / ) ' , 

/ 

/Jim  Corrits-n 
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June  6,  1974 

207  N.W.  ’D’’  St. 
Eentonville,  Ark. 
7?712 


Chairman 

Alaska  Planning  Group 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Washington,  D,C.  20240 


Dear  Sir: 

I understand  that  your  Group  is  currently  studying 
some  twenty-eight  projects  involving  the  inclusion 

of  Federally-owned  lands  in  the  National  Park, 
Wildlife  Refuge,  Forest  and  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
Systems. 

I would  like  to  support  the  maximum  protection  of 
the  natural  environment  in  the  areas  under  study. 
Perhaps  I’ll  never  put  my  canoe  into  any  of  the 
streams  or  hike  through  any  of  the  nills,  but  I 
will  be  a happier  man,  knowing  we  have  had  the 
wisdom  to  protect  and  preserve  them. 


Yours , 


Steve  L.  Marquess 
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X.  APPENDICES 


Register  47,  October  1973 

TITLE  18.  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSERVATION 
CHAPTER  70.  WATER  QUALITY  STANDARDS 


18  AAC  70.010 
18  AAC  70.020 


SECTION 

010.  Water  Quality  Standards 

020.  Establishment  of  Water  Use  Classifications  and  Criteria 

030.  Procedure  for  Determining  Water  Quality  Criteria 

040.  Natural  Conditions 

050.  Classification  of  State  Waters 

060.  (Repealed) 

070.  (Consolidated  into  Sec.  20) 

080.  Minimum  Treatment 

081.  Certificate  of  Reasonable  Assurance 

082.  Public  Notice  of  Application 

083.  Public  Hearing 

084.  Notice  of  Public  Hearing 

085.  Action  Upon  Application 

090.  Implementation  and'Enforcement  Plan 

100.  Penalties 

110.  Definitions 


18  AAC  70.010.  WATER  QUALITY  STANDARDS,  (a)  The  water  quality 
standards  set  forth  in  this  chapter  apply  to  all  waters  of  the  state. 

(b)  Waters  whose  existing  quality  is  better  than  the  established  standards 
shall  be  maintained  at  that  high  quality  unless  it  has  been  affirmatively  demon- 
strated to  the  department  that  a change  is  justifiable  as  a result  of  necessary 
economic  or  social  development  and  that  change  shall  not  preclude  present 
and  anticipated  use  of  such  waters.  Any  industrial,  public  or  private 
project  or  development  which  would  constitute  a new  source  of  pollution  or 
an  increased  source  of  pollution  to  high  quality  waters  shall  provide  the 
highest  degree  of  practicable  treatment  to  maintain  the  high  water  quality . 

In  implementing  this  policy,  the  Administrator  of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  will  be  kept  advised  in  order  to  be  able  to  discharge  his  responsi- 
bilities under  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  as  amended.  (In 
effect  before  7/28/59;  am  5/24/70,  Register  34;  am  8/28/71,  Register  39; 
am  10/22/72,  Register  44). 


AUTHORITY:  AS  46.03.010 

AS  46.03.020  (10)  (A) 
AS  46.03.070 
AS  46.03.080 

18  AAC  70.020.  ESTABLISHMENT  OF  WATER  USE  CLASSIFICATIONS 
AND  CRITERIA,  (a)  There  are  established  seven  water  use  classifications 
which  are  designated  by  the  letters  "A"  through  "G",  inclusive.  The  water 
use  classifications  are  as  follows: 

(1)  Class  A.  Water  supply,  drinking,  culinary,  and  food  pro- 
cessing without  the  need  for  treatment  other  than  simple  disinfection  and 
simple  removal  of  naturally  present  impurities. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSERVATION  18  AAC  70.020 


(2)  Class  B.  Water  supply,  drinking,  culinary,  and  food  pro- 
cessing with  the  need  for  treatment  equal  to  coagulation,  sedimentation, 
filtration,  disinfection,  and  any  other  treatment  processes  necessary  to 
remove  naturally  present  impurities. 

(3)  Class  C.  Water  contact  recreation. 

(4)  Class  D.  Growth  and  propagation  of  fish  and  other  aquatic 
life,  including  waterfowl  and  furbearers. 

(5)  Class  E.  Shellfish  growth  and  propagation,  including 
natural  and  commercial  growing  areas. 

(6)  Class  F.  Agricultural  water  supply,  including  irrigation, 
stock  watering,  and  truck  farming. 

(7)  Class  G.  Industrial  water  supply  (other  than  food  processing). 

(b)  The  water  quality  criteria  applicable  to  each  water  use  classi- 
fication are  as  follows. 
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Notes: 

1.  Organisms  of  the  coliform  group  shall  be  determined  by  Most 
Probable  Number  or  equivalent  membrane  filter  technique. 

2.  Wherever  cited  in  these  standards,  the  National  Shellfish  Sanita- 
tion Program , Manual  of  Operations , Part  1_,  means  Sanitation 

of  Shellfish  Growing  Areas,  1965  revision,  U.S.  Department 
of  Health  , Education  and  Welfare,  Public  Health  Service  Publication 
No.  33,  Part  1,  obtainable  from  the  Superintendent  of  Documents, 

U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  20402 
(Price  45  cents) , or  in  any  regional  office  of  the  Department 
of  Environmental  Conservation,  and  which  is  on  file  in  the  office 
of  the  lieutenant  governor. 

3.  Induced  variation  of  pH  conditions  naturally  outside  this  range 
may  not  exceed  0.5  pH  unit  and  the  pH  change  shall  be  only 
in  the  direction  of  this  range.  pH  conditions  naturally  within 
this  -range  shall  be  maintained  within  0.5  pH  unit  of  the  natural 
pH. 

4.  Wherever  cited  in  these  standards,  USPHS  Drinking  Water  Stan- 
dards mean  the  Public  Health  Service  Drinking  Water  Standards, 

1962  revision,  U.S.  Department  of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare, 
Public  Health  Service  Publication  No.  956,  obtainable  from  the 
Superintendent  of  Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington  D.  C.  20402  (Price  30  cents)  or  from  any  regional 
office  of  the  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation,  and 
which  is  on  file  in  the  office  of  the  lieutenant  governor. 

5.  Wherever  cited  in  these  standards,  National  Bureau  of  Standards 
Handbook  69  means  the  handbook  entitled  "Maximum  Permissible 
Body  Burdens  and  Maximum  Permissible  Concentrations  of  Radio- 
nuclides in  Air  and  Water  for  Occupational  Exposure",  U.S. 
Department  of  Commerce,  National  Bureau  of  Standards  Handbook 
69,  June  5,  1959,  obtainable  from  the  Superintendent  of  Documents, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.  C.  20402,  or 

in  any  regional  office  of  the  Department  of  Environmental  Conser- 
vation, and  which  is  on  file  in  the  office  of  the  lieutenant  governor. 

6.  Wherever  cited  in  these  standards,  Radiation  Protection  Guides  means 
the  guidelines  recommended  by  the  former  Federal  Radiation  Council  and 
published  in  the  May  18,  1960  Federal  Register,  and  published  in  the 
September  26,  1961  Federal  Register,  obtainable  from  any  Regional  Office 
of  the  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  and  which  are  on  file 
in  the  office  of  the  lieutenant  governor . 

(c)  The  analytical  procedures  used  as  methods  of  analysis  to  deter- 
mine the  quality  of  waters  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the  13th  edition  of 
Standard  Methods  for  the  Examination  of  Water  and  Wastewater , published 
by  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Federation,  the  American  Water  Works  Asso- 
ciation and  the  American  Public  Health  Association,  (publication  office: 

American  Public  Health  Association,  1740  Broadway,  New  York,  New  York 
10019),  or  in  accordance  with  other  standards  mutually  approved  by  the 
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18  AAC  70.050 

department  and  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency.  (In  effect  before 
7/28/59;  am  5/24/70,  Register  34;  am  8/28/71,  Register  39;  am  10/22/72, 
Register  44;  am  8/12/73,  Register  47). 

AUTHORITY:  AS  46.03.020  (10)  (A) 

AS  46.03.070 
AS  46.03.080 

18  AAC  70.030.  PROCEDURE  FOR  DETERMINING  WATER  QUALITY 
CRITERIA.  In  determining  the  appropriate  water  quality  criteria  for  any 
waters  or  portion  of  waters,  the  department  shall  adhere  to  the  following 
procedure: 


(1)  if  waters  have  more  than  one  classification,  the  most  stringent 
water  quality  criterion  of  all  the  classifications  shall  apply;  and 

(2)  if  a tributary  water  either  receives  a sewage  waste  discharge 
or  industrial  waste  discharge,  or  has  a lower  classification  than  the  con- 
fluence water,  and  the  tributary  water  affects  the  quality  of  the  confluence 
water,  the  most  stringent  water  quality  criteria  applicable  to  either  the 
tributary  water  or  the  confluence  water  shall  apply  to  the  tributary  water; 
and 


(3)  waste  discharge  permits  will  define  a mixing  zone  outside 
of  which  violations  of  the  criteria  will  be  determined.  The  mixing  zone 
will  be  limited  to  a volume  of  the  receiving  water  that  will 

(A)  not  interfere  with  biological  communities  or  populations 
of  important  species  to  a degree  which  is  damaging  to  the  ecosystem, 
and 


(B)  not  diminish  other  beneficial  uses  disproportionately. 

In  effect  before  7/28/59;  am  5/24/70,  Register  34;  am  8/28/71, 

Register  39;  am  10/22/72,  Register  44;  am  8/12/73;  Register  47). 

AUTHORITY:  AS  46.03.020  (10)  (A) 

AS  46.03  070 
AS  46.03.080 

18  AAC  70.040.  NATURAL  CONDITIONS.  Waters  may  have  natural 
characteristics  which  would  place  them  outside  the  criteria  established  by 
this  chapter.  The  criteria  established  in  this  chapter  apply,  to  man-made 
alterations  to  the  waters  of  the  state.  (In  effect  before  7/28/59;  am 
5/24/70,  Register  34;  am  8/28/71,  Register  39;  am  10/22/7 2 , Register  44). 

AUTHORITY:  AS  46.03.020  (10  (A) 

AS  46.03.070 
AS  46.03.080 

18  AAC  70.050.  CLASSIFICATION  OF  STATE  WATERS,  (a)  Waters  of 
the  state  that  have  been  classified  after  public  hearing,  and  their  designated 
classes  according  to  the  Water  Quality  Standards  are  as  follows: 

(1)  Ship  Creek  - near  Anchorage,  Alaska  - from  the  Ship  Creek 
diversion  structure  at  river  mile  11.5  to  the  confluence  with  the  Knik  Arm 
of  Cook  Inlet  - Classes  B,  C,  D,  & G. 


18  AAC  70.020 

Miter  Quality 
\s^Pirn«Urj 

Meter  Uses 

— in 

MATE*  QUALITY  CRITERIA  F08  MATERS  Of  THE  STATE  Of  ALASKA 

(2)~  U1 U) m (61 

Total  Coll  fora 
Organism  (see  note  1) 

Dissolved 
0«n«"  *9/1 
or  1 Satura- 
tion 

pH 

(sat  note  3] 

Turbidity,  neasured  In 
Jackson  Turbidity  Units 
(JTU) 

Temperature,  as  measur- 
ed in  degrees 
Fahrenheit  (*F) 

Dissolved  Inorganic 
substances 

Miter  supply,  drink- 
teg,  culinary  and  food 
processing  without  the 
Med  for  treatment 
other  then  staple  disin- 
fection end  staple  re- 
»va!  of  netureUy 
present  lapurltles. 

Mean  of  5 or  aore 
seaples  In  eny  month 
nay  not  exceed  SO  per 
100  al,  except  ground 
water  shell  contain 
zero  per  100  al. 

Greater  than 
7S1  satura- 
tion or 
S ag/1 . 

Between  4.5 
and  8.S 

less  than  S JTU 

-RTdrSd'F 

Total  dissolved  solids 
from  all  sources  may 
not  exceed  500  mg/1 . 

I.  Meter  supply,  drlnk- 
Ing,  cullnery  end  food 
processing  with  the  need 
for  treatment  equal  to 
coagulation,  sedlaente- 
tlon,  flltretlon,  disin- 
fection end  eny  other 
treatment  processes 
necessery  to  remove 
naturally  present 
tapritlM. 

Mean  of  5 or  aore 
seaples  In  any  north 
nay  not  exceed  1000  per 
100  al , and  not  aore 
than  201  of  seaples 
during  one  aonth  aay 
exceed  2400  per  100  al, 
except  ground  water 
shell  contain  zero 
per  100  al. 

Greater  than 
601  satura- 
tion or 
S ag/1. 

BetweenTT 
and  8.S 

Less  than  5 JTU  above 
natural  conditions. 

4elo«  60*E. 

Numerical  value  Is 
Inapplicable. 

C.  Meter  Contact 
Recreation 

Saae  as  8-1 

6reater  than 
Sag/1. 

Between 
and  8.S 

Below  25  JTU  except  when 
natural  conditions  ex- 
ceed this  figure  efflu- 
ents aay  not  Increase 
the  turbidity. 

Nienerical  value  Is  In- 
applicable. 

Numerical  value  Is  in- 
applicable. 

0.  Growth  end  prope- 
getlon  of  fish  end 
other  eouetlc  life. 
Including  waterfowl 
end  furbeerert. 

Sene  as  8-1  to  pro- 
tect associated 
recreational 
values. 

Greater  than 
6 ag/1  In 
salt  water 
and  greater 
than  7 ag/1 
in  fresh 
water. 

Between  7.T 
and  8.S  for 
salt  water. 
Between  4.5 
and  8.5  for 
fresh  we ter 

Less  than  25  JTU  when 
attributable  to  solids 
which  result  froa  other 
than  natural  origin. 

May  not  exceed  natural 
temp,  by  more  than  2*F 
for  salt  water.  May  not 
exceed  natural  temp,  by 
more  than  4*F  for  fresh 
water.  No  change  shall 
be  permitted  for  temp, 
over  60*F.  Maximum 
rate  of  change  per- 
mitted Is  0.5*F  per  hr. 

Within  ranges  to  avoid 
chronic  toxicity  or 
significant  ecological 
change. 

1.  Shellfish  growth 
end  propegetlon  In- 
cluding neturel  end 
coaaerclel  growing 
erees. 

Mot  to  exceed  Halts 
specified  In  National 
Shellfish  Sanitation 
Program  Manual  of 
Operations,  Part  1, 
U5FH5.  (se<  not*  7) 

Greater  than 
6 ag/1  In  the 
larval  stage. 
Greater  than 
S ag/1  In  the 
adult  stage. 

Between  lX 
and  8.5 

Eeae  it  D-T 

Less  than  68’F. 

Within  ranges  to  avoid 
chronic  toxicity  or 
significant  ecological 
change. 

V.  Agricultural  water 
supply.  Including  Ir- 
rigation, stock  water- 
ing, end  truck  faming. 

Mean  of  5 or  aore  saa- 
ples  nay  not  exceed 
1000  per  100  al  with  201 
of  saaples  not  to  exceed 
2400  per  100  al  for 
livestock  watering,  for 
Irrigation  of  crops  for 
hgaen  con swaption,  end 
for  general  fara  use, 
except  ground  water  shall 
contain  zero  per  100  al . 

Greater  than 
3 ag/1. 

Between  1.5 
and  8.5 

fc*er1cal 'values  are 
Inappl 1 cable. 

Between  60*F  and  76'F 
for  optimui  growth  to 
prevent  physiological 
shock  to  plants. 

Conductivity  less  than 
750  micromhos  at  25*C. 
Sodltxn  adsorption  ratio 
less  than  2.5,  sodlun 
percentage  less  than  60f, 
residual  carbonate  less 
than  1 .25  me/1 , and 
boron  less  than  0.3  mg/1. 

G.  Industrial  water 
supply  (other  then 
food  processing). 

1 

Same  as  8-1  whenever 
worker  contact  Is 
present. 

Greater  than 
S ag/1  for 
surface  water 

Between  1.5 
and  8.5 

Ho  iaposed  turbidity 
that  aay  Interfere  with 
established  levels  of 
water  supply  treatment. 

Less  then  704F. 

No  amounts  above  natural 
conditions  which  may 
cause  undue  corrosion 
scaling,  or  procass 
grrtltt, 

1»  AAC  70.020  WATER  OJALITT  CRITERIA  FOR  MATERS  Of  THE  STATE  Of  ALASKA 

. m a W m (11) 


Residues  Including  Oils, 

. lotting  Soil*1*,  Sludge 
Deposits  and  Other  Hastes 

Settleable  solids 
suspended  solids 
(includes  sedi- 
ment 4 dredge 
spoil  4 fill) 

Toxic  or  Other  Deleterious 
Substances.  Pesticides  and 
Related  Organic  and 
Inorganic  Materials 

Color,  as 
neasured 
In  color 
units 

Radioactivity 

Aesthetic 

Considerations 

Mater  Quality 

Parametars 

^ — ""'water  Uses 

Sea*  as  B-7 

Below  normally 

detectable 

amounts 

Carbon  chloroform  extracts 
less  than  0.1  mg/1  and 
other  chemical  constituents 
may  not  exceed  USPHS  Drinking 
Mater  Standards. 

True  color 
less  than 
15  color 
units. 

The  concentrations  of 
radioactivity  shall  not: 

a)  Exceed  1/30th  of  the 
HPCW  values  given  for  con- 
tinuous occupational  expo- 
sure in  the  National  Bureau 
of  Standards  Handbook  No. 
69. 

b)  Exceed  tKe  concentra- 
tions specified  in  the  1962 
U.S.  Public  Health  Service 
Drinking  Mater  Standards 
for  waters  used  for  domes- 
tic supplies. 

c)  Have  a demonstrable 
detrimental  effect  on 
aquatic  life. 

d)  The  concentration  of 
radioactive  materials  In 
these  waters  shall  be  less 
than  those  required  to 
meet  the  Radiation  Pro- 
tectlon  Guides  for  maxi- 
ma* exposure  of  critical 
hunan  organs  recommended 
by  the  former  Federal 
Radiation  Council  In  the 
case  of  foodstuffs  harvest- 
ed from  these  waters  for 
himun  consumption.  Be- 
cause any  hinun  exposure 

to  Ionizing  radiation  Is 
undesirable,  the  concen- 
tration of  radioactivity 
In  these  waters  shall  be 
maintained  at  the  lowest 
practicable  level. 

May  not  be  impair- 
ed by  the  presence 
of  materials  or 
their  effects 
which  are  offen- 
sive to  the  sight, 
smell , taste  or 

Water  supply,  drinking,  A 
culinary  and  food  pro- 
cessing without  the 
need  for  treatment 
other  than  simple  disin- 
fection and  simple  re- 
moval of  naturally 

Tsee  note  A) 

Residues  may  not  make  the  re- 
ceiving water  unfit  or  unsafe 
for  the  uses  of  this  classi- 
fication; nor  cause  a film  or 
sheen  upon,  or  discoloration 
of,  the  surface  of  the  water 
or  adjoining  shoreline;  nor 
cause  a sludge  or  emulsion 
to  be  deposited  beneath  or 
upon  the  surface  of  the 
water,  within  the  water  col- 
umn, on  the  bottom  or  upon 

No  Imposed 
loads  that  will 
Interfere  with 
established 
levels  of 
water  supply 
treatment. 

Chemical  constituents  Shall 
conform  to  USPHS  Orinklng 
Mater  Standards. 

Same  as 

A-10 

Same  as  A-12 

Mater  supply,  drink-  I 

Ing,  culinary  and  food 
processing  with  the  need 
for  treatment  equal  to 
coagulation,  sedimenta- 
tion, filtration,  disin- 
fection and  any  other 
treatment  processes 
necessary  to  remove 
naturally  present 
Impurities. 

(see  note  4] 

Same  as  B-7 

No  visible 
concentrations 
of  sediment. 

Below  concentrations  found 
to  be  of  public  health 
significance. 

Secchi 
disc  vis- 
ible at 
min.  depth 
of  1 meter 
Same  as 
C-10 

Same  as 
C-10 

Inappli- 

cable 

Same  as  A-12 

Mater  Contact  C 

Recreation 

5ameTs  B-7  plus  the  fol- 
lowing: Residues  shall  be 
less  than  those  levels  which 
cause  tainting  of  fish  or 
o{her  organisms  and  less 
than  acute  or  chronic 
problem  levels  as  determined 
by  bioassay. 

No  deposition 
which  adversely 
affects  fish  A 
other  aquatic 
life  reproduc- 
tion and 
habitat. 

Concentrations  shall  be  less 
than  those  levels  which  cause 
tainting  fish,  less  than  acute 
or  chronic  problem  levels  as 
revealed  by  bioassay  or  other 
appropriate  methods  and  below 
concentrations  affecting  the 
ecological  balance. 

Same  as  A-12 

Growth  and  propagation  C 
of  fish  and  other 
aquatic  life.  Inclu- 
ding waterfowl  and 
furbearers. 

Same  as  0-7 

No  deposition 
which  adversely 
affects  growth 
and  propagation 
of  shellfish. 

Same  as  0-9 

Same  as  A-12 

Shellfish  growth  I 

and  propagation  In- 
cluding natural  anc 
commercial  growing 
areas. 

Same  as  B-7 

For  sprinkler 
irrigation,  wa- 
ter free  of  par- 
ticles of  0.074 
m or  coarser. 
For  Irrigation 
or  water  spread- 
ing, not  to  ex- 
ceed 200  mg/1 
for  an  extended 
period  of  tlma. 

Less  than  that  show)  to  be 
deleterious  to  livestock  or 
plants  or  their  subsequent 
consumption  by  himans. 

Same  as  A-12 

Agricultural  water  F 

supply.  Including  Ir- 
rigation, stock  watering 
and  truck  farming. 

Same  as  B-7 

No  imposed  loads 
that  will  Inter- 
fere with  es- 
tablish levels 

Chemical  constituents  may  not 
exceed  concentrations  found 
to  be  of  public  health 
significance. 

Same  as 
C-10 

Same  as  A-12 

Industrial  water  < 

supply  (other  than 
food  processing). 
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(2)  Chena  River  - near  Fairbanks,  Alaska  - from  the  confluence 
of  the  Chena  River  and  Chena  Slough  to  the  confluence  of  the  Chena  River 
and  Tanana  River  - Classes  C t D. 


(3)  All  other  marine  and  estuarine  waters  - Classes  C,  D,  E 1 G. 

(4)  The  ground  waters  of  the  state  - Classes  A,  B,  F,  4 G. 

(b)  The  other  fresh  waters  of  the  state  are  generally  in  their  ori- 
ginal and  natural  conditions  and  as  such  are  considered  suitable  to  serve 
all  classifications  established  in  sec.  20  of  this  chapter  and  are  so  classi- 
fied, until  reclassified.  (In  effect  before  7/28/59;  am  5/24/70,  Register 
34;  am  8/28/71,  Register  39;  am  10/22/72,  Register  44;  am  1^12/73, 
Register  47  ) . 

AUTHORITY:  AS  46.03.020  (10)  (A) 

AS  46.03.070 
AS  46.03.080 

18  AAC  70.060.  PERMITS.  Repealed  10/22/72.  (In  effect  before 
7/28/59;  am  5/24/70,  Register  34;  am  10/22/72,  Register  44). 

18  AAC  70.070.  TABLE  - WATER  QUALITY  CRITERIA  FOR  WATERS  OF 
THE  STATE  OF  ALASKA.  Consolidated  into  sec.  20  (b)  10/22/72.  (In 
effect  before  7/28/59;  am  5/24/70,  Register  34;  am  8/28/71,  Register 
39;  am  10/22/72,  Register  44). 

18  AAC  70.080.  MINIMUM  TREATMENT.  Secondary  treatment  is 
required  for  all  domestic  sewage  wastes.  All  industrial  waste  discharges 
are  required  to  have  treatment  equivalent  to  best  practicable  control  tech- 
nology currently  available  as  shall  be  defined  for  each  industrial  waste. 

If  secondary  treatment  for  domestic  sewage  and  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available  for  industrial  wastes  is  inadequate  to  achieve 
water  quality  criteria  as  defined  in  Sec.  20  of  this  chapter,  higher  levels 
of  Treatment  will  be  required.  (Eff.  8/24/70,  Register  34;  am  8/28/71, 
Register  39;  am  10/22/72,  Register  44;  am  8/12/73,  Register47  ). 

AUTHORITY:  AS  46.03.020  (10)  (A) 

AS  46.03.070 
AS  46.03.080 
AS  46.03.710 

18  AAC  70.081.  CERTIFICATE  OF  REASONABLE  ASSURANCE.  The 
department  may  issue  certification  that  there  is  a reasonable  assurance, 
as  determined  by  the  department,  that  a proposed  activity  will  comply 
with  the  requirements  of  section  401  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control 
Act  Amendments  of  1972,  86  Stat.  816.  (Eff.  12/16/70,  Register  36;  am 
10/22/72,  Register  44;  am  8/12/73,  Register  47 ) . 

AUTHORITY:  AS  46.03.020  (9) 

AS  46.03.020  (10)  (A) 
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18  AAC  70.082.  PUBLIC  NOTICE  OF  APPLICATION,  (a)  When 
certification  pursuant  to  sec.  81  of  this  chapter  has  been  requested,  the 
department  shall  cause  to  be  published  a public  notice  of  the  application. 

The  public  notice  shall  invite  interested  parties  to  submit  to  the  department 
comments  regarding  the  proposed  certification.  Such  comments  shall 
be  received  by  the  department  until  30  days  after  the  publication  of  the 
public  notice  provided  for  in  this  section.  The  public  notice  may  be 
issued  jointly  with  the  federal  permitting  agency. 

(b)  The  public  notice  of  application  shall  contain  the  name  and 
address  of  the  applicant,  the  activity  sought  to  be  certified  as  in  compliance 
with  the  water  quality  standards,  the  location  of  the  affected  waters,  and 
the  location  and  type  of  discharge. 

(c)  The  public  notice  of  application  shall  be  published  at  least 
once  in  a newspaper  having  general  circulation  within  the  borough  in 
which  the  proposed  activity  will  take  place;  however,  if  the  proposed 
activity  will  take  place  in  the  unorganized  borough,  or  if  there  is  no  news- 
paper of  general  circulation  within  the  borough,  then  the  newspaper 

shall  be  one  of  general  circulation  within  the  judicial  district  in  which 
the  proposed  activity  will  take  place.  (Eff.  12/16/70,  Register  36;  am 
10/22/72,  Register  44;  am  8/12/73,  Register  47). 

AUTHORITY:  AS  46.03.020  (9) 

AS  46.03.020  (10)  (A) 

18  AAC  70.083.  PUBLIC  HEARING.  In  addition  to  the  notice  of 
application  provision  of  this  chapter,  the  department  may  hold  public 
hearings  on  certification  applications.  (Eff.  12/16/70,  Register  36;  am 
10/22/72,  Register  44). 

AUTHORITY;  AS  46.03.020  (9) 

AS  46.03.020  (10)  (A) 

18  AAC  70.084.  NOTICE  OF  PUBLIC  HEARING,  (a)  If  a public 
hearing  is  to  be  held,  the  department  shall  cause  to  be  published  a notice 
of  public  hearing  in  the  manner  set  forth  in  sec.  82  (c)  of  this  chapter. 

The  notice  shall  contain  the  time  and  place  of  the  public  hearing,  a summary 
of  the  certification  application  and  all  other  information  specified  in  sec.  82 
of  this  chapter.  The  department  may  combine  the  notice  of  application 
provided  for  in  sec.  82  of  this  chapter  with  the  notice  of  public  hearing 
provided  for  in  this  section. 

(b)  If  a public  hearing  on  the  application  for  certification  is  to  be 
held,  it  shall  be  held  no  sooner  than  30  days  after  publication  of  the  notice 
of  public  hearing.  At  the  hearing,  the  department  may  receive  comments 
from  the  public  and  other  individuals,  entities,  or  governmental  agencies 
involved,  together  with  comments  from  the  applicant.  Such  comments 
may  be  filed  with  the  department  in  writing  at  or  before  the  time  of  the 
hearing,  and  reasonable  oral  comments  shall  be  permitted. 


333 


Register  47,  October  1973 


ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSERVATION  18  AAC  70.084 

18  AAC  70.100 


(c)  Nothing  in  this  chapter  shall  prevent  the  consideration  of  more 
than  one  application  at  any  public  hearing  when  proper  public  notice  has 
been  given.  (Eff.  12/16/70,  Register  36:  am  10/22/72,  Register  44). 

AUTHORITY:  AS  46.03.020  (9) 

AS  46.03.020  (10)  (A) 

18  AAC  70.085.  ACTION  UPON  APPLICATION.  The  department  may 
take  action  upon  an  application  for  certification  any  time  after  a 30  day 
period  has  elapsed  from  the  date  of  publication  of  the  notice  provided  for 
in  sec.  82  of  this  chapter.  However,  if  a public  hearing  is  held  as  provided 
in  sec.  83  of  this  chapter,  the  department  may  act  upon  the  application 
any  time  after  the  public  hearing.  (Eff.  12/16/70,  Register  36;  am 
10/22/72,  Register  44). 

AUTHORITY:  AS  46.03.020  (9) 

AS  46.03.020  (10)  (A) 

18  AAC  70.090.  IMPLEMENTATION  AND  ENFORCEMENT  PLAN.  The 
plan  for  implementing  and  enforcing  sec.  80  of  this  chapter  shall  be  based 
upon  achieving  the  minimum  levels  of  treatment  specified  in  that  section  at 
the  time  of  construction  for  new  discharges  and  as  soon  as  possible  but 
not  later  than  July  1977  for  existing  discharges,  and  the  plan  shall  consist 
of  the  following  elements: 

(1)  waste  discharge  permits  issued  by  the  department  and  those 
federal  permits  issued  within  the  state  and  certified  by  the  state  pursuant 
to  sec.  81  of  this  chapter; 

(2)  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Program  Plan  of  the  department; 

and 

(3)  plans  developed  by  the  department  while  implementing 

the  "continuing  planning  process"  required  by  sec.  303  (e)  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  Amendments  of  1972,  86  Stat.  816.  (Eff.  8/28/71, 
Register  39;  am  8/12/73,  Register  47). 

AUTHORITY:  AS  46.03.020  (10)  (A) 

AS  46.03.060 
AS  46.03.070 


18  AAC  70.100.  PENALTIES.  A person  who  violates  any  provision  of 
this  chapter  is  punishable  by  the  appropriate  penalties  contained  in  AS  46.03.760 
and  AS  46.03.790.  These  penalties  include  the  possibility  of  a punishment 
by  fine  of  not  more  than  $25,000  or  by  imprisonment  for  not  more  than  one 
year  or  both.  (Eff.  10/22/72,  Register  44;  am  8 A2/73  , Register  47). 

AS  46.03.020  (10)  (A) 
AS  46.03.710 
AS  46.03.760 


AUTHORITY: 
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18  AAC  70.110.  DEFINITIONS.  Unless  the  context  indicates  other- 
wise, in  this  chapter 

(1)  "commissioner"  means  the  commissioner  of  the  Department  of 
Environmental  Conservation. 

(2)  "contact  recreation"  means  any  form  of  recreation  involving 
deliberate  or  accidental  contact  with  water,  including  but  not  limited  to 
swimming,  water  skiing,  fishing,  and  commercial  and  recreational  boating. 

(3)  "department"  means  the  Department  of  Environmental  Conser- 
vation . 

(4)  "dredge  spoil  and  fill"  means  unpolluted  solid  material 
including  but  not  limited  to  sand,  silt,  clay  and  rock  which  may  be  placed 
in  the  waters  of  the  state,  provided  that  it  is  placed  ip  the  water  in  a 
manner  such  that  it  does  not  interfere  with  any  designated  water  use. 

(5)  "ground  water"  means  water  in  the  zone  of  saturation,  which 
is  the  zone  below  the  water  table  in  which  all  interstices  are  filled  with 
water . 


(6)  "primary  treatment"  means  the  method  of  removal  of  settleable, 
suspended  and  floatable  solids  from  water  by  the  application  of  mechanical 
forces  or  gravitational  forces,  or  both  and  may  include  processes  such  as 
sedimentation,  flotation,  screening,  centrifugal  action,  vacuum  filtration, 
dissolved  air  flotation,  and  others  designated  to  remove  settleable,  suspended 
and  floatable  solids. 

(7)  "secondary  treatment"  means  that  method  of  removal  of 
dissolved  and  colloidal  materials  that  in  their  unaltered  state,  as  found 

in  water,  are  not  amenable  to  separation  through  the  application  of  mechani- 
cal forces  or  gravitational  forces  or  both.  Secondary  treatment  may  include 
processes  such  as  bio-absorption,  biological  oxidation,  wet  combustion, 
other  chemical  reactions,  and  adsorption  on  surface-active  media,  change 
of  phase,  or  other  processes  that  result  in  the  removal  of  colloidal  and 
dissolved  solids  from  waters. 

(8)  "sheen"  means  an  iridescent  appearance  on  the  surface  of 

the  water. 

(9)  "sludge”  means  a combination  of  solids  and  liquids  including 
but  not  limited  to  an  aggregate  of  oil  or  oil  and  matter  of  any  other  kind 
having  a combined  specific  gravity  equivalent  to  or  greater  than  that  of 
water.  Sludge  does  not  mean  dredge  spoil  and  fill. 
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(10)  "waters"  means  lakes,  bays,  sounds,  ponds,  impounding 
reservoirs,  springs,  wells,  rivers,  streams,  creeks,  estuaries,  marshes, 
inlets,  straits,  passages,  canals,  the  Pacific  Ocean,  Gulf  of  Alaska, 

Bering  Sea  and  Arctic  Ocean,  in  the  territorial  limits  of  the  state,  and 
all  other  bodies  of  surface  or  underground  water,  natural  or  artificial, 
public  or  private,  inland  or  coastal,  fresh  or  salt,  which  are  wholly  or 
partially  in  or  bordering  upon  the  state  or  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
state,  (am  5/24/70,  Register  34;  am  8/28/71,  Register  39;  am 
10/22/72,  Register  44;  am  8/12/73,  Register  47). 

AS  46.03.020  (10)  (A) 
AS  46.03.070 
AS  46.03.080 


AUTHORITY: 


93i>  CONG  HESS 
2i>  Skssion 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 


January  30, 1974 

Mr.  Jackson  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Fannin)  (by  request)  introduced  the  fol- 
lowing bill ; which  was  read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs 


m?  ]) 


!rk  oiiiLJL* 


To  provide  for  the  addition  of  certain  lands  in  the  State  of  Alaska 
to  the  National  Park,  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  National 
Forest,  and  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Systems,  and  for 
oilier  purposes. 

1 Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  lleprcscnta- 

2 lives  of  the  United  Stales  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3 That,  having  reviewed  the  recommendations  of  the  Secre- 

4 (ary  of  the  Interior  made  pursuant  to  sections  17  (d)  (1) 

5 and  17  (d)  (2)  of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act 
G (85  Slat.  G88)  for  addition  of  certain  lands  in  Alaska  to 

7 the  National  Park,  Forest,  Wildlife  Refuge,  and  Wild  and 

8 Scenic  Rivers  Systems,  the  Congress  designates  and  cstah- 
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lishes  new  units  and  additions  to  existing  units  of  those  sys- 
tems, subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  following  titles. 

Sec.  2.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Alaska  Conser- 
vation Act  of  1974”. 

TITLE  I— NATIONAL  PARK  SYSTEM 
Part  A — Additions  to  Existing  Areas 

MOUNT  MCKINLEY  NATIONAL  PARK 
Sec.  301.  (a)  In  order  to  include  within  Mount  Mc- 
Kinley National  Park  (hereinafter  referred  to  in  this  section 
as  the  “park”)  certain  areas  needed  to  provide  a diversity  of 
habitat,  insure  the  preservation  of  animal  ecosystems,  and 
protect  and  interpret  associated  scenic  resources  and  glacial 
features,  the  boundary  of  the  park  is  hereby  revised  to  in- 
clude, subject  to  valid  existing  rights,  the  lands,  waters,  and 
interests  therein  depicted  as  within  the  proposed  boundary 
of  the  park  on  the  map  entitled  “Mount  McKinley  National 
Park”,  numbered  126-90-001,  and  dated  December  1973, 
which  additional  area  comprises  approximately  three  million 
one  hundred  and  eighty  thousand  acres. 

(b)  Section  4 of  the  Act  of  February  26,  1917  (39 
Stat.  938;  16  U.S.C.  350) , is  repealed.  Section  2 of  the  Act 
of  January  26,  1931  (46  Stat.  1043;  16  U.S.C.  350a),  is 
revised  to  read  as  follows:  “The  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
shall  have  authority  to  prescribe  regulations  for  the  surface 
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use  of  any  valid  mining  locations  made  within  the  boundaries 
of  Mount  McKinley  National  Park.”. 

(c)  Section  G of  the  Act  of  February  2G,  1917  (39 
Slat.  939) , as  amended  (1G  li.S.C.  352) , is  further  amended 
by  changing  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  to  a comma,  and 
adding  the  following:  “or  for  subsistence  uses  in  areas  added 
to  the  park  b}'  the  Alaska  Conservation  Act  of  1974  pursu- 
ant to  section  108  of  that  A ct.”. 

(d)  In  furtherance  of  the  purposes  set  forth  in  subsec- 
tion (a)  of  this  section,  the  area  adjacent  to  the  south  and 
east  boundary  of  the  park  generally  depicted  on  the  map  re- 
ferred to  in  subsection  (a)  as  “Cooperative  Planning  and 
Management  Zone”  is  hereby  designated  as  a zone  within 
which  resource  use  and  development  are  critical  to  the 
proper  protection,  management,  and  interpretation  of  the 
park.  Not  later  than  three  years  from  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  title,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (hereinafter  re- 
ferred to  as  the  “Secretary”)  shall  submit  a report  to  the 
Congress  as  to  whether  land-use  controls  needed  for  the 
proper  protection,  management,  and  interpretation  of  the 
park  have  been  instituted  effectively^  with  respect  to  the 
designated  zone  by  the  State  of  Alaska  or  an  appropriate 
political  subdivision  thereof.  The  Secretary  shall  solicit  the 
views  of  the  Governor  of  the  State  of  Alaska  and  of  ihe  Joint 
Federal-State  Land  Use  Planning  Commission  for  Alaska 
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on  liis  report,  and  lie  shall  submit  any  such  views  to  the  Con- 
gress at  the  time  the  report  is  submitted. 

KATMAI  NATIONAL  PARK 

Sec.  102.  (a)  In  order  to  include  therein  certain  areas 
needed  for  the  protection  of  critical  animal  habitat,  including 
a watershed  necessary  for  the  perpetuation  of  red  salmon  and 
a habitat  to  protect  a population  of  brown  bear,  and  for  the 
interpretation  and  preservation  of  outstanding  scenic  and 
scientific  values  associated  with  such  habitats,  the  boundary 
of  Katmai  National  Monument,  as  established  by  Proclama- 
tion Numbered  1487  of  September  24,  1918  (40  Stat. 
1855),  revised  by  Proclamation  Numbered  1949  of 
April  24,  1931  (47  Stat.  2453),  Proclamation  Numbered 
25G4  of  August  4,  1942  (5G  Stat.  1972),  and  Proclama- 
tion Numbered  3890  of  January  20,  19G9  (83  Stat.  92G)  is 
licrebj’  revised  to  include,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights, 
the  lands,  waters,  and  interests  therein  depicted  as  within  the 
proposed  boundary  of  the  park  on  the  map  entitled  “Katmai 
National  Park”,  numbered  127-90-001,  and  dated  Decem- 
ber 1973,  which  additional  area  comprises  approximately 
one  million  eight  hundred  and  seventy  thousand  acres. 

(b)  The  Katmai  National  Monument  is  hereby  redes- 
ignated as  Ka  tmai  National  Park. 
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Part  B— Establishment  of  Xew  Areas 
Sec.  103.  (a)  In  order  to  protect  and  interpret  for  the 
benefit,  inspiration,  and  education  of  present  and  future  gen- 
erations the  scenic,  scientific,  biological,  archeological,  and 
historical  values  associated  therewith,  there  are  hereby  es- 
tablished, subject  to  valid  existing  rights — 

(1)  Aniakchak  Caldera  National  Monument,  the 
boundary  of  which  shall  include  the  lands,  water-'  'lid 
interests  therein  depicted  as  within  the  proposed  bom 
ary  of  the  national  monument  on  the  map  entitled 
“Aniakchak  Caldera  National  Monument”,  numbered 
NM-AC-90,001,  and  dated  December  1973,  which 
area  comprises  approximately  four  hundred  and  forty 
thousand  acres; 


(2)  Harding  Ice  Field-Kenai  Fjords  National  Mon- 
ument, the  boundary  of  which  shall  include  the  lands, 
waters,  and  interests  therein  depicted  as  within  the  pro- 
posed boundary  of  the  national  monument  on  the  map 
entitled  “Harding  lee  Field-Kenai  Fjords  National  Mon- 
ument”, numbered  NM-III/KF-90,001  and  dated  De- 
cember 1973,  which  area  comprises  approximately  three 
hundred  thousand  acres:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary 


may  revi 


c the  monument  boundary  to  include  any  lands, 
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waters,  and  interests  therein  depicted  on  such  map  as 
within  the  area  marked  “Potential  additions”  if  such 
lands,  waters,  and  interests  therein  arc  not  selected  by 
native  corporations  pursuant  to  the  Alaska  Native  Claims 
Settlement  Act; 

(3)  Cape  Kruscnstcrn  National  Monument,  the 
boundary  of  which  shall  include  the  lands,  waters,  and 
interests  therein  depicted  as  within  the  proposed  bound- 
ary of  the  national  monument  on  the  map  entitled  “Cape 
Kruscnstcrn  National  Monument”,  numbered  NM-CK- 
90,001,  and  dated  December  1973,  which  area  comprises 
approximately  three  hundred  and  fifty’  thousand  acres; 

(4)  Kobuk  Valley  National  Monument-,  the  bound- 
ary of  which  shall  include  the  lands,  waters,  and  inter- 
ests therein  depicted  as  within  the  proposed  boundary  of 
the  national  monument  on  the  map  entitled  “Kobuk 
Valley  National  Monument”,  numbered  NM-KV- 
90,001,  and  dated  December  1973,  which  area  com- 
prises approximately  one  million  eight  hundred  and  fifty'' 
thousand  acres:  Provided,  That,  any  lands  within  the 
Onion  Portage  Archeological  District,  as  depicted  on 
such  map,  not  selected  by  a Native  corporation  pursuant 
to  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act  shall  become 
part  of  the  national  monument ; 
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(5)  Lake  Clark  National  Park,  the  boundary  of 
which  shall  include  the  lands,  waters,  and  interests 
therein  depicted  as  within  the  proposed  boundary  of  the 
national  park  on  the  map  entitled  “Lake  Clark  National 
Park”,  numbered  NP-LC-90,001,  and  dated  Decem- 
ber 1973,  which  area  comprises  approximately  two 
million  six  hundred  and  ten  thousand  acres; 

(6)  Wrangell-Saint  Elias  National  Park,  the  bound- 
ary of  which  shall  include  the  lands,  waters,  and  inter- 
ests therein  depicted  as  within  the  proposed  boundary 
of  the  national  park  on  the  map  entitled  “Wrangell- 
Saint  Elias  National  Park”,  numbered  NP-WSE-90,- 
001,  and  dated  December  1973,  which  area  comprises 
approximately  eight  million  six  hundred  and  forty  thou- 
sand acres; 

(?)  Gates  of  the  Arctic  National  Park,  the  bound- 
aries of  which  shall  include  the  lands,  waters,  and  inter- 
ests therein  depicted  as  within  the  proposed  boundaries 
of  the  park  on  the  map  entitled  “Gates  of  the  Arctic 
National  Park”,  numbered  NP-GA-90,001  and  dated 
December  1973,  which  park  comprises  approximately 
eight  million  three  hundred  and  sixty  thousand  acres; 

(8)  Yukon-Oharley  National  Rivers,  the  boundary 
of  which  shall  include  the  lands,  waters,  and  interests 


343 


1 


therein  depicted  as  within  the  proposed  boundary  of  the 

2 national  rivers  on  the  map  entitled  “Yukon-Charley  Na- 

3 tional  "Rivers”,  numbered  NR-Y 0-90, 001,  and  dated 

4 December  1973,  which  area  comprises  approximately 

5 one  million  nine  hundred  and  sevent}’  thousand  acres. 

6 (9)  Chukchi-Imuruk  National  Deserve,  the  bound- 

7 ary  of  which  shall  include  the  lands,  waters,  and  intcr- 

8 ests  therein  depicted  as  within  the  proposed  boundary 

9 of  the  national  reserve  on  the  map  entitled  “Chukchi- 

10  Imuruk  National  Reserve”,  numbered  NR-CI-90,001, 

11  and  dated  December  1973,  which  area  comprises  ap- 

12  proximo tely  two  million  six  hundred  and  ninety  thou- 

13  sand  acres. 
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(h)  The  boundary  maps  referred  to  in  part  A of  this 
title  and  this  part  shall  he  on  file  and  available  for  public 
inspection  in  the  offices  of  the  National  Park  Service,  De- 
partment of  the  Interior;  the  maps  entitled  “Chukchi-Imuruk 


National  Reserve”  and  “Harding  Ice  Ficld-Kcnai  Fjords 
National  Monument”  shall  also  he  on  file  at  the  Bureau  of 
Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife,  Department  of  the  Interior. 
In  no  event  shall  the  boundary  of  any  area  added  to  existing 
areas  or  established  by  part  A of  this  title  or  this  part  extend 
beyond  the  territorial  sea. 
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Part  C— General  Administration  Provisions 

ADMINISTRATION 

Sec.  104.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  administer  the  lands, 
waters,  and  interests  therein  added  to  existing  areas  or  es- 
tablished by  the  foregoing  sections  of  this  title  as  areas  of 
the  national  park  system,  subject  to  the  applicable  provi- 
sions of  this  title  and  the  Act  of  August  25,  1910  (39  Stat. 
535  et  scq. ) , as  amended  and  supplemented  (1G  U.S.C.  1 
et  scq.) . 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  Sccretaiy  of 
the  Interior  shall  consult  in  the  development  of  manage- 
ment plans  for  the  Wrangell  Mountains  National  Forest  and 
the  adjoining  Wrangell-Saint  Elias  National  Tart  to  achieve 
the  fullest  possible  coordination  and  cooperation.  In  addi- 
tion, the  Sccretaiy  of  Agriculture  shall,  in  cooperation  with 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  select  and  develop  one  or  more 
areas  along  the  Alaska  Highway  between  the  Canadian 
border  and  the  village  of  North  way,  Alaska,  together  with 
other  interested  public  agencies,  for  public  use,  administra- 
tion, interpretation,  and  other  provision  of  facilities.  Funds 
appropriated  for  purposes  of  this  title  shall  be  available  for 
the  development  and  operation  of  such  facilities. 
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BOUNDARIES,  ACQUISITION  OF  PROPERTY 


Sec.  105.  Following  reasonable  notice  in  writing  to  the 
Committees  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives,  and  after  publication  of  notice 
in  the  Federal  Register,  the  Secretary  may  make  minor  re- 
visions in  the  boundaries  of  the  areas  added  to  existing  areas 
or  established  by  parts  A and  B of  this  title,  including  re- 
visions to  include  within  the  boundaries  such  additional  lands 
as  are  necessary  for  administrative  sites  but  such  adminis- 
trative sites  shall  not  exceed  eighty  acres  for  any  one  area 
added  to  existing  areas  or  established  by  parts  A and  B. 
Within  the  boundaries  of  the  areas  added  to  existing  units 


or  established  by  parts  A and  B of  this  title,  or  as  such 
boundaries  may  be  revised  pursuant  to  this  section,  the 
Secretary'  is  authorized  to  acquire  lands,  waters,  and  inter- 
ests therein  by  donation,  purchase,  or  exchange,  except  that 
property  owned  by  the  State  of  Alaska  or  any  political  sub- 
division thereof  may  be  acquired  only  by  donation  or  ex- 
change, and  property  owned  by  any  Native  village  or  cor- 
poration may  be  acquired  only  with  the  concurrence  of  such 
owner. 

APPLICABILITY  OF  MINING  AND  MINERAL  LEASING  LAWS 
Sec.  10G.  (a)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (b) 
of  this  section,  Federal  lands  within  the  boundaries  el  the 
areas  added  to  existing  units  or  established  by  parts  A and  B 
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of  this  title,  or  as  such  boundaries  may  be  revised  pursuant 
to  section  105  of  this  part,  as  well  as  Federal  lands  within 
the  boundaries  of  Mount  McKinley  National  Park  as  of  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  title,  arc,  subject  to  valid  existing 
rights,  hereby  withdrawn  from  location,  entry,  and  patent 
under  the  public  land  laws  of  the  United  Stales,  including 
from  all  forms  of  appropriation  under  the  United  States 
mining  laws,  and  from  operation  of  the  mineral  leasing  laws 
including,  in  both  cases,  amendments  thereto.  Any  mining 
claims  located  under  the  mining  laws  of  thp  United  States 
within  the  boundaries  of  those  areas  withdrawn  pursuant  to 
this  subsection  must  be  recorded  with  the  Secretarv  under 
regulations  established  by  the  Secretary  within  one  year 
after  the  effective  date  of  such  regulations.  Any  mining  claim 
not  so  recorded  shall  be  conclusively  presumed  to  be  aban- 
doned and  shall  be  void.  Such  recordation  will  not  render 
valid  any  claim  which  was  not  valid  on  the  effective  date 
of  this  title,  or  which  becomes  invalid  thereafter.  Anv  claim 
recorded  pursuant  to  the  regulations  promulgated  under  this 
subsection,  for  which  the  claimant  has  not  made  application 
for  a patent  within  three  years  from  the  date  of  recordation, 
shall  he  presumed  to  be  invalid  unless  the  claimant  presents 
to  the  Secretary  clear  evidence  of  its  validity. 

(b)  Lands  outside  the  Charley  Paver  watershed  wnica 
are  within  the  Yukon-Cliarley  National  Elvers,  are  not  witli- 
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drawn  from  operation  of  the  mineral  leasing  laws,  including 
amendments  thereto,  and  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act  of  Feb- 
ruary 25,  1920,  as  amended  and  supplemented  (30  F.S.O. 
181-263),  shall  apply  to  them:  Provided,  That,  the  Secre- 
tary may  administratively  cancel  any  lease  or  prospecting 
permit  for  violations  of  the  terms  of  the  lease  or  permit  or  of 
regulations  issued  pursuant  to  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act  of 
February  25,  1920,  without  regard  to  the  requirements  of 
section  31  of  such  Act  (30  U.S.O.  188),  after  thirty  days’ 
notice  to  the  lessee  or  permittee  and  failure  of  the  lessee  or 
permittee  to  correct  the  condition  giving  rise  to  the  breach. 
With  respect  to  mineral  deposits  located  within  such  lands 
normally  subject  to  location,  entry,  and  patent  under  the 
mining  laws  and  withdrawn  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section,  the  Secretary  may  issue  permits  for  the  explora- 
tion and  development  of  said  deposits  pursuant  to  regulations 
establishing  procedures,  terms,  and  conditions  under  which 
such  activity  may  be  conducted,  but  with  right  of  occupation 
and  use  of  only  so  much  of  the  surface  of  the  land  as  is  im- 
mediately and  directly  necessary  to  the  exploration  and  de- 
velopment of  said  deposits. 

SI’OliT  HUNTING 

Sk<\  107.  (a)  Subject  to  subsection  (b)  of  this  sec- 
tion, and  except  as  may  otherwise  he  prohibited  by  Federal 
or  State  law,  the  Secretary  shall  permit  sport  bunting  on 
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lands  and  waters  under  It  is  jurisdiction  within  the  areas  es- 
tablished by  paragraphs  (a)  (1)  and  (a)  (5) -(9)  of  section 
103  of  this  title  in  accordance  with  such  regulations  as  he 
shall  prescribe.  Such  regulations  may  include  the  establish- 
ment of  limits  on  the  numbers  and  types  of  species  that  may 
be  taken  and  the  manner  of  taking,  or  prohibit  takings.  The 
Secretary  may,  however,  designate  zones  where,  and  estab- 
lish periods  when,  no  sport  hunting  shall  be  permitted  in  any 
such  area  for  reasons  of  public  safety,  administration,  fish  or 
wildlife  management,  or  public  use  and  enjoyment,  and  ex- 
cept in  emergencies,  any  regulations  of  the  Secretar}’-  pur- 
suant to  this  section  shall  he  pul  into  effect  only  after  con- 
sultation with  the  appropriate  fish  and  game  agency  of  the 
State  of  Alaska. 

(h)  With  regard  to  the  area  referred  to  in  section  103 
(a)  (1)  of  this  title,  the  Secretary  shall  permit  sport  hunting 
only  in  the  townships  described  as  follows: 

Seward  Meridian  (Protraction  Description) 

(All  Fractional) 

Township  88  south,  range  51  west. 

Township  89  south,  range  51  west. 

Township  39  south,  range  52  west. 

Township  40  south,  range  52  west. 

Township  40  south,  range  53  west. 

Township  40  south,  range  54  west. 
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Township  41  south,  range  51  west. 

Township  41  south,  range  52  west. 

Township  41  south,  range  53  west. 

Township  41  south,  range  54  west. 

(c)  Not  later  than  ten  years  from  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  title,  and  continuing  at  intervals  of  not  more  than  five 
years  after  the  submission  of  the  first  such  report,  the  Sec- 
retary shall  report  to  the  Congress  on  the  effect  of  all  hunt- 
ing, fishing,  and  trapping,  including  subsistence  uses,  on  the 
flora  and  fauna  within  each  area  added  to  existing  units  or 
established  by  parts  A and  P>  of  (his  title,  and  shall  recom- 
mend whether  any  or  all  of  such  uses  shall  be  continued. 

SUBSISTENCE  USES 

Sec.  108.  Except  as  may  otherwise  be  prohibited  by 
Federal  or  State  law,  the  Secretary  shall  permit  the  continu- 
ation of  such  subsistence  uses  of  the  fish,  wildlife,  and  plant 
resources  within  the  areas  added  to  existing  units  or  estab- 
lished by  parts  A and  B of  this  title  to  the  extent  that  such 
uses  were  in  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Alaska 
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Claims  Settlement  Act.  Such 


uses  shall  continue  un- 
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less  the  Secretary  determines  that  particular  uses  arc  mate- 
rially and  negatively  affecting  (he  fish,  wildlife,  or  plant  re- 
sources of  such  areas:  Provided,  That,  for  such  reasons  as 
puoiic  Stiii  , iUii in 1 1 hi i i «i( ion,  ii.-ii  ana  wihiiiic  management, 
or  public  use  and  enjoyment,  the  Secretary  mav,  by  re-mla- 
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tion,  prescribe  conditions  under  which  such  subsistence  uses 
shall  be  conducted  including,  but  not  limited  to,  prohibitions 
on  takings,  and  the  establishment  of  limits  on  the  number 
and  type  of  resources  taken,  and  the  season  when  and  area 
v in  such  areas  where  subsistence  activities  can  be  under- 
taker. Regulations  promulgated  pursuant  to  this  section  shall 
be  put  into  effect  only  after  consultation  with  the  appropri- 
ate fish  and  game  agency  of  the  State  of  Alaska. 

COOPERATIVE  AGREEMENTS 
Sec.  109.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  cooperate 
and  seek  agreements  with  the  heads  of  other  Federal  agen- 
cies and  the  owners  of  lands  and  waters  within,  adjacent  to, 
or  related  to  each  area  added  to  existing  units  or  established 
by  parts  A and  13  of  this  title,  including,  without  limitation, 
the  State  of  Alaska  or  any  political  subdivision  thereof,  any 
Native  corporation,  village,  or  group  having  traditional  cul- 
tural or  resource-based  affinities  for  such  areas,  and,  with  the 
concurrence  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  the  governments  of 
foreign  nations.  Such  agreements  shall  have  as  their  purpose 
the  assurance  that  resources  will  be  used,  managed,  and  de- 
veloped in  such  a manner  as  to  be  consistent,  with  the  pres- 
ervation of  the  environmental  quality  of  such  areas.  The 
agreements  may  also  provide  for  access  by  visitors  to  the 
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subject  of  the  agreements. 
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(b)  The  head  of  any  Federal  agency,  other  Ilian  agen- 

2 cies  that  arc  parties  to  cooperative  agreements  pursuant  to 

3 subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  having  direct  or  indirect  juris- 

4 dicti  over  a proposed  Federal  or  federally  assisted  undcr- 

5 tal  ' in  the  lands  and  waters  within,  adjacent  to,  or  related 

6 tc  .rcas  added  to  existing  units  or  ctablished  by  parts  A 

7 and  B of  this  title,  and  the  head  of  any  Federal  department 

8 or  interdepartmental  agency,  other  than  parties  to  such 

9 agreements,  having  authority  to  license  an}7  undertaking  in 

10  such  lands  and  waters  shall,  prior  to  the  approval  of  the 

11  expenditure  of  any  Federal  funds  on  the  undertaking  or  prior 

12  to  the  issuance  of  any  license,  as  the  case  may  be,  afford  the 

13  Secretary  a reasonable  opportunity  to  comment  with  regard 
11  to  such  undertaking. 


15  WILDERNESS  REVIEW 

1G  Sec.  1 10.  Within  three  years  from  the  dale  of  enactment 

17  of  this  title,  the  Secretary  shall  report  to  the  President,  in 

18  accordance  with  subsections  3 (c)  and  3(d)  of  the  Wilder- 

19  ness  Act  (78  Stat.  892;  1G  U.S.C.  1132  (e)  and  (d)  ) , his 

20  recommendations  as  to  the  suitability  or  nonsuitability  of  any 

21  area  added  to  existing  units  or  established  by  parts  A and  B 

22  of  this  title  for  preservation  as  wilderness;  any  designation 

23  of  any  such  area  as  wilderness  shall  be  accomplished  in  ac- 
21  cordanoe  with  said  subsection  of  the  Wilderness  Act.  Xot- 
95  withstanding  anything  to  the  contrary  in  the  Wilderness  Act, 
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the  Secretary  shall,  with  respect  to  Mount  McKinley  Na- 
tional Park,  report  to  the  President  his  recommendations  as 
to  the  suitability  of  any  area  within  the  entire  park  within 
three  years  and  from  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  title. 


Part  D— Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 


DESIGNATION 

Sec.  111.  Section  3(a)  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
Act  (82  Stat.  907),  as  amended  (1G  U.S.C.  1274(a)  ),  is 
further  amended  by  adding  the  following  new  paragraphs: 

“ . Alatna,  Alaska.  The  seventy-five  mile  portion 

of  the  main  stem  within  the  Cates  of  the  Arctic  National 
Park;  to  he  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

“ . Aniakciiak  Alaska. — The  entire  river,  includ- 
ing its  major  tributaries,  Hidden  Creek,  Mystery  Creek,  Al- 
bert Johnson  Creek,  and  North  Pork  Aniakchak  River, 
within  the  Aniakchak  Caldera  National  Monument;  to  he. 
administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

“ . Charley,  Alaska. — The  entire  river,  including 
its  major  tributaries,  Copper  Creek,  Bonanza  Creek,  llos- 
ford  Creek,  Derwent  Creek,  Flat-Orthmer  Creek,  Crescent 
Creek,  and  Moraine  Creek,  within  the  Yukon-Charlcy  Na- 
tional Rivers;  to  he  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior. 

. Killik,  Alaska. — The  entire  river,  including  its 
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major  tributary,  Easter  Greek,  within  the  Gates  of  the  A retie 
National  Park;  to  be  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior. 


“ . Xoatak,  Alaska. — The  sixty-five  mile  segment 
within  the  Gates  of  the  Arctic  National  Park;  to  he  admin- 
istered by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

“ . Salmon,  Alaska. — The  entire  river  within  the 
Ivobuk  Valle}'  National  Monument;  to  he  administered  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

“ . Tinaygtjk. — The  entire  river,  and  the  North  Folk 
of  the  Koyukuk,  within  the  Gates  of  the  Arctic  National 
Park;  to  he  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.” 
ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  112.  (a)  The  river  segments  designated  in  section 
111  of  this  title  arc  hereby  classified  and  designated,  and 
shall  he  administered,  as  wild  river  areas  pursuant  to  the 
Wild  and  Scenic  Fivers  Act. 

(b)  The  provisions  of  subsection  3 (b)  and  section  G of 
the  Wild  and  Scenic  Fivers  Act  shall  not  apply  to  the  river 
segments  listed  in  section  111  of  this  title.  The  provisions  of 
sections  107  and  108  of  this  title  shall  supersede  those  of 
section  13  (a)  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Fivers  Act,  concerning 
fish  and  wildlife. 


Fart  E — A ppkopriation  Authorization 


Sec.  1 13.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  title. 
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TITLE  II— NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGE 

SYSTEM 

Pai?t  A— Establishment  of  Refuges  and  Ranges 


Sec.  201.  There  arc  hereby  established,  subject  to  valid 
existing  rights,  twelve  national  wildlife  refuges  (hereinafter 
referred  to  as  the  "refuges”),  one  national  arctic  range  and 
one  national  resource  range  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 


"ranges”) . 

Sec.  202.  (a)  The  boundary  of  each  refuge  and  each 
range  shall  include  the  area  generally  depietpd  on  the  appli- 
cable map  as  herein  described:  Provided,  however , That  in 
no  case  shall  the  boundary  of  a refuge  or  range  extend  be- 
yond the  territorial  sea.  Such  maps  shall  be  on  file  and 
available  for  public  inspection  in  the  office  of  the  Bureau  of 
Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife,  Department  of  the  Interior, 
and,  with  respect  to  the  ranges,  the  maps  shall  also  be  avail- 
able for  public  inspection  in  the  office  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management : 

(i)  As  herein  established,  the  (A)  Barren  Islands  Na- 
tional Wildlife  Refuge,  (B)  Chukchi  Sea  National  Wildlife 
Refuge,  (C)  Shumagin  Islands  National  Wildlife  Refuge, 

(D)  additions  to  the  Kodiak  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  and 

(E)  additions  to  the  Bering  Sea  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
shall  be  comprised  of  approximately  .05  milium  acres  o i 
lands,  waters,  and  interests  therein  within  the  area  generally 
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depicted  as  the  "proposed  boundary”  on  the  maps  entitled 
"Alaska  Coastal  National  Wildlife  Refuges”,  and  dated  De- 
cember 1973.  The  Kodiak  National  Wildlife  Refuge  as  desig- 
nated in  Executive  Order  Numbered  8857  of  August  19, 

1941,  and  modified  bv  Public  Land  Order  Numbered  1634  of 

* 

May  9,  1958,  and  the  additions  designated  in  this  subsection 
are  hereby  established  as  the  "Kodiak  National  Wildlife 
Refuge”;  and  the  Bering  Sea  National  Wildlife  Refuge  as 


designated  in  Proclamation  Numbered  2416  of  July  15, 
1940,  amending  Executive  Order  Numbered  1037  of  Febru- 
ary  27,  1909,  and  the  additions  designated  in  this  subsection 
are  hereby  established  as  the  "Bering  Sea  National  Wildlife 
Refuge”. 


(2)  The  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge  as  herein  es- 
tablished shall  be  comprised  of  approximately  3.76  million 
acres  of  lands,  waters,  and  interests  therein  within  the  area 


generally  depicted  as  the  "proposed  boundary”  on  the  map 
entitled  "Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge”,  and  dated  De- 
cember 1973,  and  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range,  estab- 
lished by  Public  Land  Order  Numbered  2214  of  December  6, 


1960,  issued  pursuant  to  Executive  Order  Numbered  10355 
of  May  26,  1952,  is  hereby  redesignated  as  part  of  the 
Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge  and  added  to  said  refuge. 

t*-*)  Ido  Liamiia  National  Resource  Range  as  herein 
established  shall  be  comprised  of  approximately  2.85  million 
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acres  of  lands,  waters,  and  interests  therein  within  the  area 
generally  depicted  as  the  “proposed  boundary”  on  the  map 
entitled  “Iliamna  National  Resource  Range”,  and  dated 
December  1973. 

(4)  The  Koyukuk  National  Wildlife  Refuge  as  herein 
established  shall  be  comprised  of  approximately  4.43  mil- 
lion acres  of  lands,  waters,  and  interests  therein  within  the 
area  generally  depicted  as  the  “Proposed  Boundary”  on  the 
map  entitled  “Koyukuk  National  Wildlife  Refuge”,  and 
dated  December  1973. 

(5)  The  Noatak  National  Arctic  Range  as  herein  es- 
tablished shall  be  comprised  of  approximately  7.59  million 
acres  of  lands,  waters,  and  interests  therein  within  the  area 
generally  depicted  as  the  “Proposed  Boundary”  on  the  map 
entitled  “Noatak  National  Arctic  Range”,  and  dated  De- 
cember 1973. 

(6)  The  Selawik  National  Wildlife  Refuge  as  herein 
established  shall  be  comprised  of  approximately  1.4  million 
acres  of  lands,  waters,  and  interests  therein  within  the  area 
generally  depicted  as  the  “Proposed  Boundary”  on  the  map 
entitled  “Selawik  National  Wildlife  Refuge”,  and  dated 
December  1973,  and  the  Chamisso  National  Wildife  Refuge 
established  by  Proclamation  Numbered  241 G of  July  35, 
1910,  amending  Executive  Order  Numbered  1058  of  Decent- 


357 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

31 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


her  7,  1912,  is  hereby  redesignated  as  part  of  the  Sclawik 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  and  added  to  said  refuge. 

(7)  The  Togiak  National  Wildlife  Refuge  as  herein  es- 
tablished shall  be  comprised  of  approximately  2.74  million 
acres  of  lands,  waters,  and  interests  therein  within  the  area 
generally  depicted  as  the  “Proposed  Boundary”  on  the  map 
entitled  “Togiak  National  Wildlife  Refuge”,  and  dated  De- 
cember 1973,  and  the  Cape  Ncwcnham  National  Wildlife 
Refuge,  established  by  Public  Land  Order  Numbered  4583 
of  January  20,  1969,  is  hereby  redesignated  as  part  of  the 
Togiak  National  Wildlife  Refuge  and  added  to  said  refuge. 

(8)  The  Yukon  Delta  National  Wildlife  Refuge  as  here- 
in established  shall  be  comprised  of  approximately  5.16  mil- 
lion acres  of  lands,  waters,  and  interests  therein  within  the 
area  generally  depicted  as  the  “Proposed  Boundary”  on  the 
map  entitled  “Yukon  Delta  National  Wildlife  Refuge”,  ahd 
dated  December  1973,  and  the  Clarence  Rhode  National 
Wildlife  Refuge,  established  b}r  Public  Land  Order  Numbered 
4581  of  January  20,  1969,  amending  Public  Land  Order 
Numbered  2253  of  January  23,  1961,  amending  Public 
Land  Order  Numbered  2213  of  December  8,  1960,  issued 
pursuant  to  Executive  Order  Numbered  10355,  is  hereby  rc- 


dosbrnoled  as  a unit  of  the  Yukon  Doha  Nath 


Refuge  to  be  administered  as  part  of  said  refuge,  and  the 
Ilazen  Bay  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  as.,  established  by 
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Proclamation  Numbered  241 G of  July  15,  1946,  amending 
Executive  Order  Numbered  7770  of  December  14,  1937,  is 
hereby  redesignated  as  part  of  the  Yukon  Delta  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  and  added  to  said  refuge. 

(9)  The  Yukon  Plats  National  Wildlife  Refuge  as  here- 
in established  shall  be  comprised  of  approximately  3.59 
million  acres  of  lands,  waters,  and  interests  therein  within 
the  area  generally  depicted  as  the  “Proposed  Boundary”  on 
the  map  entitled  “Yukon  Plats  National  Wildlife  Refuge”, 
and  dated  December  1973. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (hereinafter  referred 
to  as  “the  Secretary”)  may  make  minor  revisions  in  the 
boundary  of  each  refuge  and  each  range  by  publication  of  a 
revised  map  or  other  boundary  description  in  the  Pcderal 
Register. 

Part  B— General  Administrative  Provisions 

ACQUISITION  OF  PROPERTY 

Sec.  203.  Within  the  boundary  of  each  refuge  and  each 
range  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  acquire  by  purchase,  do- 
nation, or  exchange,  lands,  waters,  and  interests  therein,  ex- 
cept that  lands,  waters,  and  interests  therein  owned  by  the 
State  of  Alaska  or  an)'  political  subdivision  thereof  may  be 
acquired  only  with  agreement  of  the  said  State  or  politiojR 
subdivision  and  property  owned  by  any  Native  village  or 
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corporation  may  be  acquired  onl}r  with  the  concurrence  of 
such  owner. 


COOPER  ATI  VE  AG REE M ENTS 

Sec.  204.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  cooperate 
and  seek  agreements  with  the  heads  of  other  Federal  agen- 
cies and  the  owners  of  lands  and  waters  within,  adjacent  to 
or  related  to  each  area  added  to  existing  units  or  established 
by  section  202  of  this  title,  including,  without  limitation,  the 
State  of  Alaska  or  any  political  subdivision  thereof,  any 
Native  corporation,  village,  or  group  having  traditional  cul- 
tural or  resource-based  affinities  for  such  areas.  Such  agree- 
ments shall  have  as  their  purpose  the  assurance  (hat  resources 
will  be  used,  managed  and  developed  in  such  a manner  as  to 
be  consistent  with  the  preservation  of  the  environmental 


quality  of  such  areas. 

(b)  The  head  of  any  Federal  agency,  other  than  agen- 
cies that  arc  parties  to  cooperative  agreements  pursuant  to 
subsection  (a)  of  tin’s  section,  having  direct  or  indirect  juris- 
diction over  a proposed  Federal  or  federally  assisted  under- 
taking in  the  lands  and  waters  within,  adjacent  to  or  related 
to  areas  added  to  existing  units  or  established  by  section  202 
of  this  title,  and  the  head  of  any  Federal  department  or 
interdepartmental  agency,  other  than  parties  to  such  agree- 


ments. ii.r 


on  [a  to  license  any  undertaking  in  such 


lands  and  waters  shall,  prior  to  the  approval  of  the  expendi- 
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turc  of  any  Federal  funds  on  the  undertaking  or  prior  to  the 
issuance  of  any  license,  as  the  case  may  he,  afford  the  Sec- 
retary a reasonable  opportunit}*  to  comment  with  regard  to 
such  undertaking.  Nothing  in  subsection  (c)  of  this  section 
shall  be  construed  as  superceding  or  limiting  the  authorities 
and  responsibilities  of  the  Secretary  under 'the  Fish  and 
"Wildlife  Coordination  Act,  as  amended  (GO  Stat.  1080; 
1G  U.S.C.  GGl-GGTc). 

(c)  The  Secretary  may  seek,  with  the  concurrence  of 
the  Secretary  of  Slate,  and  enter  into  bilateral  or  multilateral 
agreements  with  foreign  countries  in  order  to  provide  for  the 
protection,  preservation,  and  enhancement  of  the  fish  and 
wildlife  of  international  significance. 


ADMINISTRATION 


Sec.  205.  (a)  (1)  The  Secretary  shall  administer  the 
refuges  and  the  ranges  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
National  Wildlife  liefuge  Administration  Act  of  1966,  as 
amended  (80  Stat.  927;  1G  U.S.C.  GG8dd-GG8ee) , and  the 
provisions  of  this  title,  as  part  of  the  National  "Wildlife 
Kefimc  Svstem.  The  Secretary  may  also  utilize  such  addi- 

CD  « ‘ ^ 


tional  authorities  as  may  be  available  to  him  for  the  manage- 
ment and  protection  of  the  resources  within,  adjacent  to  or 
related  to  the  refuges  and  the  ranges,  including  but  not 
limited  to  tin*  preservation  and  enhancement  o!  nationally 


and  internationally 


significant  fish  and  wildlife  species. 

CD  * 
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1 development  of  fisli  and  •wildlife-oriented  outdoor  recreation 

2 opportunities,  interpretive  education  programs  and  scientific 

3 research,  the  conservation,  protection,  restoration,  and  propa- 

4 gation  of  endangered  and  threatened  species,  and  the  preser- 

5 vation  of  cultural,  historical,  and  archeological  resources. 

6 (2)  The  Illiamna  National  Resource  Range  shall  he 

7 administered  as  a unit,  of  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  Sys- 

8 tem  pursuant  to  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  and  in 

9 accordance  with  plans,  to  be  developed  by  the  Secretary, 

10  which  will  permit  activities,  in  accordance  with  the  principles 

11  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield,  which  the  Secretary 

12  determines  will  not  significantly  impair  the  nationally  and 

13  internationally  significant  fish  and  wildlife  resources  of  the 

14  range  and  Bristol  P»av. 
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(3)  The  Noatak  National  Arctic  Range  shall  be  ad- 
ministered as  a unit  of  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System 
pursuant  to  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  and  in  accord- 
ance with  plans,  to  be  developed  by  the  Secretary,  which 
will  provide  for  (he  protection  of  the  natural  features  of  the 
range,  permit  appropriate  scientific  research  and  other  ac- 
tivities which  will  not  significantly  impair  tbc  environment. 
For  a period  of  twenty  years  following  the  enactment  of  this 
title,  any  developmental  activities  or  uses  are,  subject  to  valid 
existing  ;v  w >.  i rohuxied  on  the  range.  The  Secretary  shall 
conduct  a review  and  report  to  the  Congress  within  twenty 
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years  of  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  title  his  findings  and 
recommendations  for  the  future  administration  and  manage- 
ment of  the  range. 


(b)  (1)  The  lands  within  the  refuges  and  the  Iliamna 
National  Resource  Range  are,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights, 
hereby  withdrawn  from  location,  entry,  and  patent  under 
the  public  land  laws  of  the  United  States,  including  all  forms 
of  appropriation  under  the  United  States  mining  laws,  but 
not  including  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act  of  February  25,  1920, 
as  amended  and  supplemented  (30  U.S.C.  181-263),  ex- 
cept that,  with  respect  to  mineral  deposits  normally  subject 
to  location,  entry,  and  patent  pursuant  to  the  mining  laws, 
the  Secretary  may  issue  permits  for  the  exploration  and 
development  of  said  deposits  pursuant  to  regulations  estab- 
lishing procedures,  terms,  and  conditions  under  which  such 
activity  may  be  conducted,  hut  with  right  of  occupation  and 

use  of  onlv  so  much  of  the  surface  of  the  land  as  is  immedi- 
•/ 

ately  and  directly  necessary  to  the  exploration  and  develop- 
ment of  said  deposits.  Any  mining  claims  located  under  the 
mining  laws  of  the  United  States  within  the  boundaries  of 
those  areas  withdrawn  pursuant  to  this  subsection,  must  be 
recorded  with  the  Secretary  under  regulations  established  by 
the  Secretary  within  one  year  after  the  effective  date  of  such 
regulations.  Any  mining  claim  not  so  recorded  snail  no  con- 
clusively presumed  to  he  abandoned  and  shall  he  void.  Such 
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recordation  will  not  render  valid  any  claim  which  was  not 
valid  on  the  effective  date  of  this  title,  or  which  becomes  in- 
valid thereafter.  Any  claim  recorded  pursuant  to  the  regula- 
tions promulgated  under  this  subsection,  for  which  the  claim- 
ant has  not  made  application  for  a patent  within  three  years 
from  the  date  of  recordation,  shall  he  presumed  to  be  in- 
valid unless  the  claimant  presents  to  the  Secret  a ly  clear 
evidence  of  its  validity. 

(2)  The  Secretary  may  administratively  cancel  any 
lease  or  prospecting  permit  for  violations  of  the  terms  of  the 
lease  oi  permit  or  of  regulations  issued  pursuant  to  the  Min- 
eral Leasing  Act  of  February  25,  1920,  without  regard  to 
the  requirements  of  section  31  of  such  Act  (30  U.S.C.  188) , 
after  thirty  days’  notice  to  the  lessee  or  permittee  and  failure 
of  the  lessee  or  permittee  to  correct  the  condition  giving  rise 
to  the  breach. 

(c)  The  lands  within  the  Noatak  National  Arctic  Lange 
are,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights,  withdrawn  from  loca- 
tion, entry,  and  patent  under  the  public  land  laws  of  the 
United  States,  including  all  forms  of  appropriation  under  the 
mining  laws  of  the  United  States  and  from  the  operation  of 
the  Mineral  Leasing  Act  of  February  25,  1920,  as  amended 
and  supplemented. 


(d)  Except  as  may  otherwise  he  prohibited  ly  Federal 
or  Stale  law,  the  Secretary  shall  permit  the  continuation  of 
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such  subsistence  uses  of  (lie  fish,  wildlife,  and  plant  resources 
within  (lie  refuges  and  the  ranges  to  the  extent  that  such  uses 
were  in  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Alaska  Native 
Claims  Settlement  Act.  Such  uses  shall  continue  unless  the 
Secretary  determines  that  particular  uses  are  materially  and 
negatively  affecting  the  fish,  wildlife,  or  plant  resources  of 
the  refuges  and  the  ranges:  Provided,  That,  for  such  rea- 
sons as  public  safety,  administration,  fish  and  wildlife  man- 
agement, or  public  use  and  enjoyment,  the  Secretary  may, 
by  regulation,  prescribe  conditions  under  which  such  sub- 
sistence uses  shall  be  conducted  including,  but  not  limited 
to,  prohibitions  on  taking,  the  establishment  of  limits  on  the 
number  and  type  of  resources  taken,  and  the  season  when 
and  area  within  the  refuges  and  the  ranges  where  subsist- 
ence activities  can  be  undertaken.  Regulations  promulgated 
pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  put  into  effect  only  after 
consultation  with  the  appropriate  fish  and  game  agency  of 
the  State  of  Alaska. 


WILDERNESS  REVIEW 

Sec.  20G.  (a)  Within  three  years  from  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  title,  the  Secretary  shall  report  to  the  Presi- 
dent, in  accordance  with  subsections  3(c)  and  3(d)  of  the 
Wilderness  Act  (78  Slat.  890;  1G  U.S.C.  1132  (c)  and 


(d)  ) , in- 
ability of 


i ceommciiUi.u  ion 
any  area  within 


s as  to  the  suitability  or  nonsuit- 
the  refuges  and  the  Uiamna  Xa- 
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1 tional  Resource  Range  for  preservation  as  wilderness,  and 

2 any  designation  of  any  such  areas  as  wilderness  shall  he  ac- 

3 complishcd  in  accordance  with  said  subsections  of  the  Wilder- 

4 ness  Act,  except  that  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  that  por- 

5 lion  of  the  Bering  Sea  National  Wildlife  Refuge  designated  as 

6 wilderness  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  October  23,  1970  (84 

7 Stat.  1104;  1G  U.S.O.  1132  note).  Notwithstanding  any- 

8 thing  to  the  contrary  in  the  Wilderness  Act,  the  Secretary 

9 shall,  with  respect  to  any  existing  refuge  added  to  the  refu- 

10  ges  herein  established  by  paragraphs  (1)  (])),  (2),  and 

11  (8)  of  section  202  (a)  of  this  title,  report  to  the  President  his 

12  recommendations  as  to  the  suitability  of  any  area  within  the 

13  entire  refuge  within  three  years  from  the  date  of  enactment 

14  of  this  title. 

15  (b)  With  regard  to  the  Noatak  National  Arctic  Range 

16  such  a wilderness  report  as  is  required  in  subsection  (a)  of 

17  this  section  shall  be  included  in  the  Secretary’s  report  to  the 

18  Congress  pursuant  to  section  205(a)  (3)  of  this  title. 

19  Part  C — Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

20  Sec.  207.  (a)  Section  3(a)  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic 

21  Rivers  Act  (82  Stat.  907)  as  amended  (10  U.S.C.  1274 

22  (a)),  is  further  amended  by  adding  the  following  new 


23  paragraphs. 


. Alagxak,  Alaska. — The  cm  he  river  within 


25  the  boundary  of  the  Iliomna  National  Resource  Ranee 
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from  a point  approximately  eight  miles  below  its  source, 
to  a point  twenty  miles  above  the  mouth,  including  the 
Nonvianuk  River,  to  be  administered  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior; 

“ . Andreafsky,  Alaska.— From  its  source, 
including  all  headwaters,  downstream  for  two  hundred 
and  forty  miles,  including  the  East  Fork,  all  within  the 
boundary  of  the  Yukon  Delta  National  Wildlife  Refuge, 
to  be  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior; 

“ . I visit  ak,  Alaska. — From  its,  source,  includ- 
ing all  headwaters  and  an  unnamed  tributary  to  Porcu- 
pine Lake,  downstream  to  a point  near  Flood  Creek,  all 
within  the  boundary  of  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge, 
to  be  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior; 

“ . Kanektok,  Alaska. — The  entire  river  within 
the  boundary  of  Togiak  National  Wildlife  Refuge, 
Kagati  Lake  to  a point  sixteen  miles  above  the  mouth, 
to  be  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior; 

“ . Noatak,  Alaska. — From  the  east  'boundary 
of  the  Noatak  National  Arctic  Range  to  its  confluence 
with  the  Kelly  River,  to  he  administered  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior;  and 

“ . Wind,  Alaska. — From  its  source,  includino* 
all  headwaters  and  one  unnamed  tributary  in  lownsmjy 
T13S,  downstream  for  sixt3T-fivc  miles,  within  the 
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boundaries  of  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  to  be 
administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.” 

(b)  The  river  segments  designated  in  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section  are  hereby  classified  and  designated  and  shall  he 
administered  as  wild  river  areas. 

(c)  Notwithstanding  any  provisions  to  the  contrary  of 
the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  (82  Stat.  907;  16  U.S.C. 
1271)  the  boundaries  of  the  river  segments  referred  to  in 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section  may  include  an  area  extend- 
ing up  to  two  miles  from  the  mean  high  water  level  on  either 
side  of  the  river  segments.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  section  3 (b)  of  such  Act,  the  Secretary  shall  establish 
boundaries  for  the  river  segments  referred  to  in  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section  within  three  }rears  after  the  date  of  en- 
actment of  this  title. 

(d)  The  provisions  of  section  6 of  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  Act  shall  not  apply  to  the  river  segments  referred  to 
in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 

Taut  15 — Regulations 

Sec.  208.  (a)  The  Secretary  may  issue  such  rules  and 
regulations  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  title. 


(b)  Any  regulations  heretofore  prescribed  by  the  Sec- 


retary - 1 / • \ 

established  as 


i * 

existing 

referred 


reii'm'e 

to  in 


added  to  tuo  lYinges  herein 

paragraphs  (1),  (2),  (6), 
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(7),  and  (8)  of  section  202  (a)  of  tins  title  shall  remain 
in  effect  until  republished  in  total  or  in  part  by  the  Secretary. 

Part  E — Appropriation  Authorization 
Sec.  209.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
ated such  sums  as  may  he  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provi- 
sions of  this  title. 

TITLE  III— NATIONAL  FOPEST  SYSTEM 


NEW  ALASKA  NATIONAL  FORESTS 
Sec.  301.  Eor  the  purpose  of  providing  for  the  protec- 
tion, conservation,  and  management  of  the  multiple  resource 
values  of  certain  public  lands  in  the  State  of  Alaska  as  part 
of  the  National  Forest  System,  the  areas  described  in  subsec- 
tions (a)  through  (c)  of  this  section,  as  generally  depicted 
on  maps  appropriately  referenced,  dated  December  1973,  and 
on  file  and  available  for  public  inspection  in  the  Office  of  the 
Chief,  Forest  Service,  Department  of  Agriculture,  are  hereby 
established  as  the  "Wrangell  Mountains,  Porcupine,  and 
Yukon-Kuskokwim  National  Forests,  respectively.  The 
Wrangell  Mountains,  Porcupine,  and  Yukon-Kuskokwim 
National  Forests  shall,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights,  he 
administered  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  in  accordance 
with  the  laws,  rules,  and  regulations  applicable  to  the  na- 
tional forests. 


00 


Porcupine  National  Forc«f  shall  include 


f w> 


area  generally  depicted  on  a map  entitled,  “Proposed  Foreu- 
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pine  National  Forest”,  comprising  approximately  5.5  million 


acres. 

00  The  Wrangell  Mountains  National  Forest  shall 
include  the  area  generally  depicted  on  a map  entitled,  “Pro- 
posed Wrangell  Mountains  National  Forest”,  comprising 
approximately  5.5  million  acres. 

(c)  The  Yukon-Kuskokwim  National  Forest  shall  in- 
clude the  area  generally  depicted  on  a map  entitled,  “Pro- 
posed Yukon-Kuskokwim  National  Forest”,  comprising  ap- 
proximately 7.3  million  acres. 

ADDITION  TO  CIIUGACH  NATIONAL  FOKEST 


Sec.  302.  Within  sixty  days  following  enactment  of  this 
title,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall,  by  public  land  order, 
provide  for  addition  to  the  Clmgach  National  Forest  of  the 
area  comprising  approximately  five  hundred  thousand  acres 
generally  depicted  on  a map  entitled  “Proposed  Chugach 
National  Forest  Addition”  which  is  on  file  and  available  for 
public  inspection  in  the  Office  of  the  Chief,  Forest  Service, 
Department  of  Agriculture.  Subject  to  valid  existing  rights, 
the  Chugach  National  Forest  Addition  shall  be  administered 


as  a part  of  the  Chugach  National  Forest  in  accordance  with 
the  laws,  rules,  and  regulations  applicable  to  national  forests. 
WILD  AND  SCENIC  KIYEKS  WITHIN  ALASKA  NATIONAL 


Sec,  303. 


(a)  Section  3 (a)  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
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Rivers  Act  (82  Stat.  907,  16  U.S.C.  1274  (a)  ) , as  amended 
is  further  amended  by  adding  the  following  new  paragraphs : 
“ . Bremner,  Alaska. — The  entire  river,  from  its 
origin  to  its  confluence  with  the  Copper  River,  to  be  admin- 
istered by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

“ . Nowitna,  Alaska. — The  segment  from  the  point 
where  the  river  crosses  the  west  boundaiy  of  section  G,  town- 
ship 17  south,  range  22  east,  Fairbanks  principal  merdidian, 
downstream  to  its  confluence  with  the  Yukon  River,  to  be 
administered  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

“ . PoRCUriNE,  Alaska. — The  segment  from  the 
Canadian  border  downstream  to  the  point  where  the  river 
crosses  the  north  boundary  of  section  2,  township  23  north, 
range  18  east,  Fairbanks  principal  meridian,  to  be  adminis- 
tered by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

“ . Sheenjek,  ALxiSKA. — The  segment  from  the  point 
where  the  river  crosses  the  north  boundary  of  section'  1, 
township  32  north,  range  1G  east,  Fairbanks  principal  me- 
ridian, dow’nstrcam  to  its  confluence  with  the  Porcupine 
River,  to  be  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.” 
(b)  The  Bremner  and  Sheenjek  River  segments  desig- 
nated in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  are  hereby  classified 
and  designated  and  shall  be  administered  as  wild  river  areas. 

O 


The  Porcupine  and  Xowitna  River  segments 


_r  *n;-.v 
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1 subsection  (a)  of  this  section  arc  hereby  classified  and  dcsig- 

2 nated  and  shall  be  administered  as  scenic  river  areas. 

3 (c)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsection  3(b) 

4 of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  (82  Stat.  907,  16  U.S.C. 

5 1274(b)),  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  establish 

6 boundaries  for  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  referred  to  in  sec- 

7 tion  303  of  this  title  within  three  years  after  the  date  of 

8 enactment  of  this  title. 

9 Sec.  304.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall,  as  soon  as 
10  practicable  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  title,  publish 
31  in  the  Federal  Register  a detailed  description  and  map  show- 

12  ing  the  boundaries  of  the  Wrangell  Mountains,  Porcupine, 

13  and  Yukon-Kuskokwim  National  Forests,  and  the  addition 

14  to  the  Chugach  National  Forest. 

15  Sec.  305.  There  arc  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri- 

16  ated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provi- 
47  sions  of  this  title. 

18  title  IV— additions  to  national  wild  and 

19  SCENIC  RIVERS  SYSTEM  LOCATED  OUTSIDE 

20  NATIONAL  PARKS,  NATIONAL  WILDLIFE 

21  REFUGES,  AND  NATIONAL  FORESTS 

22  DESIGNATION 
Sec.  401.  Section  3 (a)  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

Act  (82  Sial.  307),  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1271(a)), 
25  is  further  amended  by  adding  the  following  new  paragraphs: 


ijO 
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“ . Beaver  Creek,  Alaska.— The  segment  of  the 
main  stein  from  the  vicinity  of  the  confluence  of  Bear  and 
Champion  Creeks  downstream  one  hundred  and  thirty-five 
miles  to  a point  approximately  fifteen  miles  downstream 
from  the  mouth  of  Victoria  Creek,  the  segment  not  to  ex- 
ceed two  hundred  thousand  acres;  to  be  administered  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

“ . Birch  Creek,  Alaska.— The  segment  of  the  main 
stem  from  the  vicinity  of  the  confluence  of  North  Fork 
downstream  one  hundred  and  thirty-five  miles  to  the  vicinity 
of  JumpofI  Creek,  the  segment  not  to  exceed  two  hundred 
thousand  acres;  to  be  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior. 

“ . Forty  mile,  Alaska. — The  main  stem  within  the 
State  of  Alaska;  O’Brien  Creek;  South  Fork;  Napoleon 
Creek;  Franklin  Creek;  Uhler  Creek,  Walker  Fork  down- 
stream from  the  confluence  of  Liberty  Creek;  Wade  Creek; 
Mosquito  Fork  downstream  from  the  vicinity  of  Kechum- 
stuk;  West  Fork  Dennison  Fork  downstream  from  the  con- 
fluence. of  Logging  Cabin  Creek;  Dennison  Fork  downstream 
from  the  confluence  of  West  Fork  Dennison  Fork;  Logging 
Cabin  Creek;  North  Fork;  Hutchinson  Creek;  Champion 
Creek;  the  Middle  Fork  downstream  from  the  confluence 
of  Joseph  LiccK ; and  Joseph  Creek,  the  segments  not  to 
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exceed  three  hundred  and  twenty  thousand  acres;  (o  he  ad- 
ministered by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

“ . Unalakleet,  Alaska— The  segment  of  the  main 
stem  beginning  at  150  degrees  21  minutes  0G.15G  seconds 
west  longitude  approximately  six  miles  from  the  headwaters 
extending  downstream  sixty  miles  to  1G0  degrees  19  min- 
utes 15.031  seconds  west  longitude  in  the  vicinity  of  con- 
fluence of  the  Chiroskey  Fiver,  the  segment  not  to  exceed 
one  hundred  and  four  thousand  acres;  to  be  administered 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.” 

ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 


Sec.  402.  (a)  The  Beaver  Creek,  Birch  Creek,  and 
Unalakleet  components,  as  well  as  Mosquito  Fork  down- 
stream from  the  vicinity  of  Kechumstuk  to  Ingle  Creek, 
North  Fork,  Champion  Creek,  Middle  Fork  downstream 
from  the  confluence  of  Joseph  Creek,  and  Joseph  Creek 
units  of  the  Forlymile  component,  designated  in  section  401 
of  this  title,  are  hereby  classified  and  designated  and  shall 
he  administered  as  wild  river  areas  pursuant  to  the  Wild  and 
Scenic  Fivers  Act.  The  Wade  Creek  unit  of  the  Fortvmile 
component  is  classified  and  designated  and  shall  be  admin- 
istered as  a recreational  river  area,  pursuant  to  such  Act. 
The  remaining  units  of  the  Fortymilc  component  are  classi- 
fied and  designated,  ami  shall  be  administered  as  sCv.au-  r.vcr 
areas,  pursuant  to  such  Act.  The  classification  as  wild  river 
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areas  of  certain  segments  of  the  Fortymilc  by  this  subsection 
shall  not  preclude  such  access  across  those  river  segments 
as  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  determines  to  he  necessary 
to  permit  commercial  development  of  asbestos  deposits  in  the 
North  Fork  drainage. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  take  such  action 
as  is  provided  for  under  section  3 (b)  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
llivers  Act  to  establish  detailed  boundaries  and  formulate 
detailed  development  and  management  plans  within  three 
years  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  title  with  respect 
to  the  Beaver  Creek  component,  within  two  years  with 
respect  to  ihe  Birch  Creek  component,  within  one  year  with 
respect  to  the  Fortymilc  component,  and  within  four  years 
with  respect  io  the  Unalakleet  component. 

(c)  The  provisions  of  section  401  of  this  title  specify- 
ing maximum  permissible  acreages  for  individual  components 
shall  supersede  any  provisions  to  the  contrary  of  the  Wild 
and  Scenic  Fivers  Act. 

(d)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  9 (a)  (iii) 
of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Fivers  Act,  the  minerals  in  all  Fed- 
eral lands  included  in  any  component  or  part  of  a component 
designated  bv  this  section  as  a wild  river  area  are  hereby 
withdrawn,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights,  from  all  forms  of 
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1 the  mineral  leasing  laws  including,  in  both  eases,  aincnd- 

2 incuts  thereto. 

3 APPROPRIATION  AUTHORIZATION 

4 Sec.  403.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 

5 such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  title. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON,  D C.  202-10 


DEC  171973 


Dear  Mr.  Speaker: 

Transmitted  herewith  is  a bill,  "To  provide  for  the  addition  of 
certain  lands  in  the  State  of  Alaska  to  the  National  Park,  'National 
Wildlife  Refuge,  National  Forest,  and  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
Systems,  and  for  other  purposes." 

We  recommend  that  this  bill  be  referred  to  the  appropriate  Committee 
and  that  it  be  enacted. 


On  December  l8,  1971,  President  Nixon  signed  into  lav  the  historic 
Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act  (ANCSA)  (PL  92-203).  This 
legislation  extinguished  all  aboriginal  claims  to  land  in  Alaska 
and  in  return  provided  the  Natives  with  a land  settlement  of  1*0 
million  acres  and  a monetary  settlement  of  nearly  a billion  dollars. 


In  addition,  section  17(d)(1)  of  the  Act  authorized  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  "Secretary")  to  withdraw 
such  public  domain  lands  as  he  thought  advisable  to  ensure  that  the 
public  interest  in  them  is  properly  protected. 


Section  17(d)(2)  of  the  Act  authorized  the  Secretary  to  withdraw  up  to 
80  million  acres  of  land  to  be  studied  for  possible  addition  to  the 
National  Park,  Forest,  Wildlife  Refuge,  and  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
Systems.  Section  17(d)(2)  also  required  all  legislative  proposals 
coming  from  such  studies  to  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  within  two 
years,  by  December  l8,  1973,  and  provided  that  Congress  would  have 
five  years  to  act  following  receipt  of  the  legislation.  During  this 
period  lands  in  those  proposals  withdrawn  under  17(d)(2)  would  not 
be  subject  to  appropriation  under  the  public  land  laws.  The  bill 
transmitted  with  this  letter  constitutes  the  legislative  proposals 
pursuant  to  that  authority. 
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The  process  of  developing  the  proposals  began  in  January  of  1972  with 
the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  and  the  National  Bark 
Service  concentrating  on  the  identification  of  their  "areas  of  Interest" 
in  Alaska  without  regard  to  management  Jurisdiction. 

During  February  1972  these  two  agencies  screened  the  "areas  of  interest" 
to  identify  the  specific  areas  that  warranted  detailed  on-the-ground 
study  for  possible  addition  to  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  and  Park 
Systems.  These  particular  areas  were  then  reviewed  within  the  Depart- 
ment to  determine  the  lands  to  be  withdrawn  in  March  of  1972  under 
the  17(d)(1)  and  17(d)  (2)  provisions  of  the  Act.  The  March  with- 
drawal also  recognized  certain  river  areas  that  warranted  study 
for  possible  addition  to  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System.  In  addition, 
additional  acreage  from  which  the  Natives  were  to  select  some  of  the 
land  to  which  they  were  entitled  was  withdrawn. 

During  the  summer  of  1972  the  National  Park  Service,  Bureau  of  Outdoor 
Recreation,  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  and  Forest  Service 
conducted  detailed  studies  of  the  withdrawn  lands. 

In  August  of  1972,  the  Joint  Federal-State  Land  Use  Planning  Commission, 
a commission  created  by  the-ANCSA  to  advise  the  Federal  and  State 
governments,  provided  its  recommendations  for  the  final  17(d)(2)  with- 
drawals to  be  made  in  September.  On  September  17  the  final  17(d)(2) 
withdrawals  of  79*3  million  acres  were  made.  The  withdrawals  reflected 
negotiations  with  certain  of  the  Native  Regional  Corporations.  Sub- 
sequent adjustments  have  also  been  made  in  native  deficiency  withdrawals, 
after  consultation  with  the  Natives. 

During  the  remainder  of  1972  and  early  1973  the  agencies  refined  their 
studies  on  the  D-2  and  the  related  D-l  lands. 

During  May  and  June  of  1973  the  Joint  Federal-State  Land  Use  Planning 
Commission  held  over  30  hearings  in  Alaska  and  four  hearings  in  the 
Lower  !i8  States  to  obtain  comments  from  the  public  concerning  use 
potentials  for  the  17(d)(2)  lands.  The  testimony  from  these  hearings, 
as  well  as  specific  recommendations  submitted  by  the  Commission  re- 
garding 17(d)(2)  withdrawals,  were  all  considered  in  developing  final 
recommendations . 
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The  decisions  on  additions  to  the  National  Park,  Refuge,  Forest  and 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Systems  have  not  been  easy  to  make.  Alaska 
is  a vast  land  with  a great  variety  of  resource  values,  many  of  which 
are  of  national,  and  international  importance.  It  contains  great  mineral, 
oil,  and  forest  resources,  a wide  variety  of  ecosystems,  outstanding 
archeological  artifacts,  and  some  of  the  most  magnificent  scenery  in 
the  world.  It  is  the  only  place  in  the  United  States  where  Native 
people  are  living  on  the  land  on  a subsistence  basis. 

In  the  proposed  legislation,  we  have  taken  into  account  the  special 
characteristics  of  Alaska  and  we  have  used  several  new  auurcaches 
which  we  believe  are  particularly  suited  to  Alaska.  For  example,  we 
are  proposing  joint  management  of  resources  by  two  or  more  federal 
bureaus  in  several  instances,  because  the  resources  of  the  areas  seem 
to  require  this  joint  approach.  The  Chukchi-Imuruk  National  Reserve 
and  the  two  southern  units  of  the  Harding  Ice  Field-Kenai  Fjords 
National  Monument,  which  have  both  park-quality  resources  end  high 
fish  and  wildlife  values,  will  be  administered  jointly  by  the  National 
Park  Service  and  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife.  Iliamna 
National  Resource  Range  will  be  administered  as  a unit  of  the  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  System  and  will  also  be  administered  to  permit 
multiple-use  activities  compatible  with  the  Bristol  Bay  fishery 
resource.  The  Noatak  National  Arctic  Range  will  be  jointly  managed 
by  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  and  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  to  provide  for  protection  of  the  natural  features 
of  the  area  and  for  scientific  research. 

We  intend  to  negotiate  cooperative  agreements  where  possible  with  the 
owners  of  adjacent  lands  including  federal  agencies,  state  and  local 
governments,  and  private  persons,  including  native  corporations,  as 
well  as  foreign  nations,  provided  the  Secretary  of  State  concurs.  The 
agreements  would  have  as  their  purpose  assuring  that  these  adjacent 
areas  will  be  managed,  insofar  as  possible,  in  a manner  consistent  with 
preservation  of  the  park  system  and  refuge  system  units.  The  maps  re- 
ferred to  in  the  proposed  legislation  show  certain  areas  adjacent  to 
park  and  refuge  units  designated  as  "areas  of  ecological  concern";  we 
will  make  particular  efforts  to  conclude  cooperative  agreements  with 
respect  to  these  areas.  Government  agencies  licensing,  funding,  or 
carrying  out  undertakings  on  adjacent  lands,  unless  they  are  parties 
to  a cooperative  agreement,  would  be  required  by  our  proposal  to 
offer~the  Secretary  a reasonable  opportunity  to  comment  on  their 
undertakings . 
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We  have  also  provided  for  subsistence  use  of  fish,  wildlife  and  plant 
resources  in  recognititon  of  the  established  subsistence  hunting 
practices  in  Alaska,  on  both  national  park  and  refuge  system  areas. 

The  need  for  a subsistence  use  provision  is  unique  to  Alaska,  where 
members  of  the  Native  population  are  living  on  a subsistence  basis. 

We  recognize  in  submitting  these  proposals  to  the  Congress  that  further 
information  is  needed  before  decisions  can  be  reached  on  some  issues. 

As  Alaska  continues  to  develop,  there  will  be  a need  for  rights  of  way 
and  corridors  to  adequately  accomodate  transportation  and  utility  re- 
quirements, However,  the  information  on  these  needs  is  not  fully 
developed  at  this  time  and  therefore  decisions  cannot  be  made  before 
the  December  18,  1973  deadline  for  submitting  17(d)(2)  legislative 
proposals  to  Congress.  We  plan  to  work  with  the  Congress  and  the  State 
of  Alaska  in  determining  what  these  needs  are  and  how  they  can  be  met. 
We  plan  to  keep  our  proposals  and  their  resources  under  continuing 
study  to  determine  if  any  subsequent  changes  in  boundaries  or  uses 
are  necessary.  If  such  changes  are  determined  to  be  necessary,  they 
will  be  referred  to  the  Congress  for  appropriate  action. 

The  following  pages  deal  with  specific  proposals  in  detail.  The  legis- 
lation has  been  divided  into  four  titles:  l)  National  Park  System, 

2)  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System,  3)  National  Forest  System,  and 
4)  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  additions  which  are  not  located  in 
any  of  the  above  three  systems.  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  pro- 
posals are  also  found  in  the  first  three  titles,  in  cases  in  which 
the  river  runs  through  a national  park,  refuge,  or  forest  system 
area. 

We  are  proposing  to  add  acreage  to  two  existing  national  park  system 
areas,  and  to  create  nine  new  park  areas,  as  follows: 


1.  Mt.  McKinley  National  Park  (additions)  3.l8  million  ac 

2.  Katmai  National  Park  (additions)  1.87 

3.  Aniakchak  Caldera  National  Monument  .1+4 

4.  Harding  Ice  Field-Kenai  Fjords  National  Monument  .30 

5.  Cape  Krusenstern  National  Monument  .35 

6.  Kobuk  Valley  National  Monument  1.85 

7.  Lake  Clark  National  Park  2.6l 

8.  Wrangell-St.  Elias  National  Park  8.64 

9.  Gates  of  the  Arctic  National  Park  8.36 

10.  Yukon-Charley  National  Rivers  1.97 

11.  Chukchi-Imuruk  National  Reserve  2. 69 


J2.26  subtotal 


res 
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We  are  proposing  nine  new  additions  to  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
System: 


1.  Alaska  Coastal  National  Wildlife  Refuges 

2.  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge 

3.  Iliamna  National  Resource  Range 

4.  Koyukuk  National  Wildlife  Refuge 

5.  Noatak  National  Arctic  Range 

6.  Selawik  National  Wildlife  Refuse 
7 • Togiak  National  Wildlife  Refuge 

8.  Yukon  Delta  National  Wildlife  Refuge 

9.  Yukon  Flats  National  Refuge 


.07  million  acres 
3.76 
2.85 
4.43 

7.59 
1 .ko 

2.74 

5.16 

3.59 

31*59  subtotal 


We  are  proposing  establishment  of  three  new  national  forest  system 
areas,  and  additions  to  a fourth  existing  area: 


1.  Porcupine  National  Forest 

2.  Wrangell  Mountains  National  Forest 

3.  Yukon-Kuskokvim  National  Forest 

4.  Chugach  National  Forest  (additions) 


5.50  million  acres 
5*50 
7*30 
.50 

18.80  subtotal 


We  are  proposing  six  additions  to  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System  which  are  located  entirely  within  park  system  areas,  five  located 
entirely  within  refuge  system  areas,  one  which  flows  through  both  a park 
and  a refuge  system  area  and  four  located  entirely  within  forest  system 
areas.  In  addition,  we  are  proposing  four  components  not  located  on 
park,  refuge  or  forest  system  lands: 


1.  Beaver  Creek 

2.  Birch  Creek 

3.  Fortymile 

4.  Unalakleet 


.20  million  acre 
.20 
.32 
.10 
.82 


Die  total  acreage  added  is  83.47  million  acres 


National  Park  System 


Admi  ni  strati  on 


Title  I of  the  proposed  legislation  would  add  additional  acreage  to 
two  existing  parks  and  monuments  and  create  nine  new  units  of  the 
National  Park  System.  Administration  of  these  areas  will  be  under 
the  authority  of  Act  of  August  25,  1916  (39  Stat.  535  et  sea. ) 
as  amended  and  supplemented  (l6  U.S.C.  1,  et  seq.).  Chukchi-Imuruk 
National  Reserve  and  the  two  southern  units  of  the  Harding  Ice 
Field-Kenai  Fjords  National  Monument  will  be  managed  jointly  by 
the  National  Park  Service  and  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and 
Wildlife  pursuant  to  a cooperative  agreement,  ine  otner  areas  wim. 
be  managed  entirely  by  the  National  Park  Service.  Lands  within 
the  boundaries  of  the  added  and  new  areas  may  be  acquired  by  purchase, 
donation,  or  exchange;  except  that  lands  owned  by  the  State  or 
political  subdivisions  of  the  State  may  be  acquired  only  by  donation 
or  exchange,  and  property  owned  by  a native  village  or  corporation 
may  be  acquired  only  with  the  concurrence  of  the  owner.  Minor 
boundary  changes  may  be  made,  after  notice  requirements  are  met, 
including  notice  to  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committees. 
Administrative  sites  located  outside  the  park  system  area  boundaries 
may  be  added  to  the  areas  and  included  within  the  boundaries  after 
notice  requirements  are  met,  but  the  sites  may  not  exceed  80  acres 
for  any  one  park  system  area. 

Mining  and  Mineral  Leasing 

The  federal  lands  within  the  boundaries  of  the  areas  added  to  existing 
units  or  established  by  the  title  are  withdrawn,  subject  to  valid 
existing  rights,  from  location,  entry  and  patent  tinder  the  public  lands 
laws,  including  from  all  forms  of  appropriation  under  the  United  States 
mining  laws,  and  from  operation  of  the  mineral  leasing  laws.  This 
withdrawal  also  applies  to  areas  presently  within  Mount  McKinley 
National  Park.  Since  lands  within  the  existing  Katrnai  National  Monument 
are  already  withdrawn,  no  reference  is  made  to  them  in  the  legislation. 

A one  year  limit  is  established  during  which  all  mining  claims  must 
be  recorded;  an  application  for  patent  must  be  made  within  three  years 
of  recordation,  or  the  claim  will  be  presumed  invalid. 


An  exception  to  these  withdrawals  is  made  to  allow  mineral  leasing  in 
the  Yukon  River  watershed  of  the  Yuk on-Char ley  National  River,  other 
than  the  Charley  River;  these  lands  are  not  withdrawn  from  operation 
of  the  mineral  leasing  laws  and  are  specifically  made  subject  to  the 
Mineral  Leasing  Act  of  1920,  except  that  provision  is  made  for  admin- 
istrative cancelling  of  leases  and  permits  for  violations  of  the  terms 
of  leases  and  permits  or  regulations . These  lands  are  withdrawn  from 


appropriation  v:idcr  11  . 

ol  the  types  subject  x>o 

system  provided  for  in 


lining  laws  by  subsection  10 6(a) , hut 

the  mining  laws  may  be  removed  under 
subsection  106(b). 
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Sport  Hurt  irg 


Sport  hunting  iri.ll  he  permitted  in  specified  townships  of  Aniakch.uk 
Caldera  National  Monument  and  in  Lake  Clark  National  Park,  V/range li- 
st, Elias  National  Park,  the  Gates  of  the  Arctic  National  Park, 

Chukchi- Ir.uruk  National  Reserve,  and  Yukon-Charley  National  Rivers, 
in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary.  Sport 
hunting  nay  not  take  place,  however,  if  prohibited  by  state  or  fed- 
eral law.  The  Secretary  nay  establish  limits  on  numbers  and  types 
of  species  taker,  ar.d  manner  of  taking,  and  may  prohibit  taking;  he 
may  also  designate  zones  where,  and  periods  when,  no  sport  hunting 
will  be  permitted  for  reasons  of  public  safety,  administration,  fish 
and  wildlife  management,  or  public  use  or  enjoyment.  Regulations 
except  in  emergencies,  are  to  be  put  into  effect  only  after  consul- 
tation with  the  appropriate  fish  and  game  agency  of  the  State  of  Alaska. 

The  proposal  requires  a report  to  the  Congress  at  specified  intervals 
on  the  effect  of  all  hunting,  fishing  and  trapping,  including  sub- 
sistence uses,  on  the  flora  and  fauna  of  the  areas  added  to  existing 
units  or  established  by  the  title. 


Subsistence  Uses 


Except  as  otherwise  prohibited  by  state  or  federal  law,  subsister.c 
uses  of  fish,  wildlife  and  plant  resources  will  continue  within  th 
areas  added  to  existing  park  system  units  or  established  as  new  un 
to  the  extent  that  such  uses  were  in  effect  on  the  date  of  enact:::- 
of  AIICSA,  unless  the  Secretary  finds  that  such  uses  would  material 
and  negatively  affect  the  fish,  wildlife  or  plant  resources  of  sue 
areas.  The  Secretary  may  prescribe  conditions  under  which  subsist 
uses  shall  be  conducted,  ar.d  may  prohibit  takings  altogether.  Reg 
lations  on  subsistence  uses  are  to  be  promulgated  after  consultati 
with  the  appropriate  fish  and  game  agency  of  the  state. 
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Cooperative  Agreement: 


The  Secretary  is  specif ically  authorized  to  enter  into  cooperative 
agreements  with  federal  agency  heads  and  owners  of  land  within,  adjacent 
tc,  or  related  to  the  rark  system  areas  added  to  existing  units  or  eetui 
lished  by  the  title.  The  agreements  may  be  made,  for  example,  with  fed? 
agencies,  state  or  local  governments,  native  corporations,  villages 
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or  croups,  and  foreign  governments , with  the  concurrence  of  the 
Secretary  of  State.  The  agreements  would  be  drafted  to  ensure 
management  of  the  areas  subject  to  the  agreement  in  a manner 
consistent  with  preservation  of  the  park  system  areas.  They  could 
also  provide  for  access  by  the  park  visitors  to  and  across  the  land 
A provision  similar  to  section  106  of  the  Historic  Preservation  Act 
of  1966  is  included  in  the  legislation,  requiring  agencies  liccnsir. 
funding  or  carrying  out  projects  or  other  undertakings  in  the  areas 
within,  related  to  or  adjacent  to  park  system  areas  to  give  the 
Secretary  opportunity  to  comment  on  such  undertakings ; federal 
agencies  which  are  parties  to  cooperative  agreements  with  respect 
to  the  particular  park  system  area  are  exempted  from  this  requireme 
since  such  reporting  requirements  could  be  included  in  the  agreemen 

Wilderness  Review 


With  respect  to  the  areas  added  to  existing  units  or  established  by 
the  title,  the  Secretary  has  3 years  from  the  date  of  enactment  to 
report  his  recommendations  for  wilderness  designation,  in  accordanc 
with  subsections  3(c)  and  3(d)  of  the  Wilderness  Act.  The  wilderne 
recommendation  for  the  existing  Mount  McKinley  national  Park  must 
also  be  made  within  3 years,  from  date  of  enactment. 

Wild  and  Scenic  Pi  vers  System  Corroonents 


Seven  river  co 
Salmon  and  Tin 
by  title  I.  S 
equivalent  of 
section  5(-)  o 
We  are  therefc 
the  system,  ra 
rivers  are  cla 
wild  rivers  pu 
are  exempted  f 
boundaries,  pr 
scenic  or  rccr 
duplicative  an 
section  6 of  t 


mponents  — Alatna,  Ariakchak,  Charley,  Killik,  ITonta 
ayguk  — are  added  to  the  wild  and  scenic  rivers  syst 
ladies  of  these  rivers  have  been  completed  which  are 
the  studies  carried  out  on  rivers  designated  under 
f the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  (l 6 U.S.C.  1276(a)). 
re  recommencing  addition  of  these  rivers  directly  to 
her  than  inclusion  on  the  5(2.)  study  list.  All  3 eve 
sified  as  wild  rivers  and  are  to  be  administered  as 
rsv.ant  to  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act.  The  rivers 
r:m  the  requirements  of  3(b)  of  establishing  detailed 
sparing  development  plans,  and  classifying  as  wild, 
eational  rivers.  They  are  also  exempted  from  the 
d potentially  conflicting  acquisition  provisions  of 
he  Act  and  fish  and  wildlife  nrovisions  of  section 


Specific  Areas 


Descriptions  of  specific  areas  and  specific  legislative  provisions 
applying  to  these  areas  follow: 

1«  Mount  * k Hi  til ey  Kcti  one!  Park.  Additions . Mount  McKinley  ?.'aticnal 
Park  was  established  in  191-7.  This  proposal  will  add  approximately 
3.18  million  acres  to  the  present  park,  which  now  includes  about  2 
million  acres.  About  half  of  the  additions  are  to  the  north  of  the 
existing  park,  and  constitute  critical  wolf,  sheep,  moose  and  caribou 
range  necessary  to  ensure  the  continued  viability  of  the  ecosystem 
of  the  Mount  McKinley  area.  The  area  also  has  important  waterfowl  values, 
The  remaining  half  of  the  added  acreage  is  to  the  south  of  the  park. 

It  includes  part  of  the  Mount  McKinley  mountain  massif  not  now  within 
the  park,  spectacular  glacial  systems,  and  the  intricately  dissected, 
awesomely  beautiful  Cathedral  Spires.  Lowland  areas  in  the  southern 
portion  will  provide  ecolcgic  diversity  for  the  park  and  opportunity 
for  recreational  use  and  access.  The  added  areas  will  be  managed  as 
natural  areas  with  the  primary  objectives  of  preserving  the  large 
matnnal  ecosystem  and  the  scenic  beauty  of  the  area;  development  will 
be  minimal,  with  emphasis  on  the  recreation  potential  of  the  area 
in  its  natural  condition.  Headquarters  will  be  relocated  from  its 
present  site  north  of  the  Alaska  Range  to  the  south  side  of  the  range. 

A cooperative  planning  and  management  zone,  adjacent  to  the  south 
and  east  boundaries  of  the  expanded  park,  has  been  designated  on  the 
maps  referred  to  in  the  legislation.  This  area  encompasses  the  thres- 
hold lands  to  Mount  McKinley.  Within  3 years  from  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  the  title,  the  Secretary  will  be  required  to  submit  a. report 
to  the  Congress  cn  whether  .land-use  controls  needed  for  proper  pro- 
tection of  the  park  have  been  instituted  by  the  State  and  local  govern- 
ments with  respect  to  this  zone.  Comments  of  the  Governor  and  the 
Joint  Federal-State  Land  Use  Planning  Commission  will  be  solicited  and 
submitted  to  Congress  as  well. 


2.  Katmr.i  Tati  or. ml  Park . h'atmai  national  Monument  vas  established 
in  1913  by  Presidential  Proclamation,  and  subsequently  enlarged  to 
about  2.6  million  acres.  The  legislation  would  add  1.37  million 
to  the  monument  and  redesignate  it  as  a national  park.  The  national 
monument,  which  is  located  on  the  upper  Alaska  Peninsula,  was  originally 
established  to  preserve  a scenic  region  containing  an  area  de vas ted  in 
1912  by  volcanic  eruption  and  ash  deposition. 
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The  proposed  expanded  park  will  include  the  headwaters  of  all  water 
sheds  draining  through  the  present  monument.  Inclusion  of  the 
headwaters  will  help  assure  preservation  of  the  sockeye(red)  salmon 
spawning  and  nursery  waters  in  these  headwaters.  The  park  would 
also  include  a protected  area  sufficiently  large  to  include  an 
unhunted,  self-perpetuocing  population  of  the  giant  Alaskan  brown 
bear.  The  southern  portion  of  the  pax*k  will  include  a representa- 
tive portion  cf  the  Bristol  Bey  lowland  tundra,  the  only  representa- 
tive of  this  landform  type  in  the  national  park  system.  Katrnai  will 
continue  to  be  managed  as  a natural  category  area  with  the  primary 
objective  of  insuring  maximum  retention  of  land  and  wildlife  'in  as 
near  as  possible  to  their  natural  state.  Hunting,  trapping,  and 
commercial  fishing  will  not  be  allowed. 


3.  Aniakchak  Caldera  national  Monument.  The  proposed  Aniakchak 
Caldera  national  Monument,  which  will  include  approximately  kk0,000 
acres,  lies  on  the  Alaska  Peninsula  approximately  350  air  miles  south 
of  Anchorage.  The  30-square  mile  Aniakchak  Caldera  is  one  of  the 
world's  greatest  dry  volcanic  caldera  (craters),  and  contains  many 
examples  of  volcanic  activity,  including  lava  flows,  cinder  cones,  a 
lava  plug,  warm  springs,  explosion  pits,  and  layers  of  volcanic  and 
sedimentary  rocks  exposed  by  volcanic  action.  A rift  running  through 
the  caldera  has  created  portals  in  the  caldera  wall;  the  eastern  portal 
is  a spectacular  2,000-foct  gash  through  which  the  Aniakchak  River  flew 
Also  included  in  the  national  monument  are  ash  fields  surrounding  the 
caldera,  tundra-covered  lowlands,  and  portions  of  the  Aleut!  n Mountain 
Range,  and  the  Aniakchak  River.  The  Aniakchak  River  is  proposed  by  the 
legislation  for  designation  as  a component  of  the  wild  and  scenic 
rivers  system  and  classification  as  a wild  river,  pursuant  to  the  Mild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  Act. 


The  rivers  and  streams  within  the  monument  support  abundant  cal.m.on, 
trout  and  many  other  fish.  Brown  bear  and  moose  are  found  almost 
throughout  the  area.  Tne  coastal  portion  cf  the  monument,  including 
cliffs  and  off-shore  islands,  harbor  sea  Hons,  sea  otters,  seals, 
and  sea  birds. 
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Harding  Ice  Field-her.oi  Fjords  Rational  Monument,  consisting  of  about 
300,000  acres,  encompasses  two  major  elements  of  the  Alaska  scene:  a 

700-square  mile  icecap,  with  outflowing  glaciers,  and  a series  of  coxrl 
fjords  with  abundant  bird  and  marine  life.  It  is  located  south  of 
Anchorage,  on  the  rlenai  Peninsula,  about  2 1/2  hours  by  car.  The  mon- 
ument consists  of  three  units  arid  provision  is  made  for  including 
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a central  area  between  the  three  units  in  the  monument,  as  well,  if 
all  or  pare  of  this  area  is  not  selected  by  native  corporations  pursuant 
to  the  Alaska  native  Claim  Settlement  Act.  The  two  southern  units  of 
the  monument  will  be  administered  jointTy  by  the  national  Park  Service 
and  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife,  pursuant  to  a coopera- 
tive agreement. 

The  high  point  of  Harding  Ice  Field  is  5>270  feet,  numerous  glaciers 
flow  outward  from  the  icefield,  some  reaching  the  sea,  others  ending 
in  large  lakes,  or  on  bare  ground.  Cirques,  horns,  morains,  nunataks, 
and  other  glacial  features  can  be  seen.  Of  the  1+  major  icefields  in 
the  United  States,  Harding  has  the  most  expansive  central  area  which 
is  not  broken  by  mountains  and  crevasses.  The  icecap-like  appearance 
is  awesome,  providing  the  visitor  a unique  experience. 

Glaciers  from  the  icefield  have  cut  deep  fjords  into  the  mountainous 
coast.  Dense,  rain  forest- type  vegetation  cloaks  the  cliffs  and 
mountains.  Marine  mammals  and  sea  birds  abound  on  these  cliffs  and 
in  the  fjords. 


5.  Cape  -Crus eastern  national  Monument.  The  proposed  Cape  Krusenstern 
National  Monument,  situated ’north  of  the  Arctic  Circle  in  north-western 
Alaska,  will  protect  an  internationally  significant  series  of  archeo- 
logical sites.  The  area  proposed  for  the  national  monument,  comprising 
approximately  350,000  acres,  includes  a level  coastal  plain  dotted  with 
sizable  lagoons,  which  on  the  east  meets  an  ancient  sea  cliff  and  lev 
rolling  hills.  The  area  illustrates,  in  a horizontal  stratigraphy  cf 
beach  ridges  that  is  unique  in  size  and  scope,  every  known  cultural 
period  in  arctic  Alaska;  this  succession  of  114  gravel  beaches  extends 
from  1 l/2  to  3 miles  inland.  The  area,  which  -was  ice-free  in  the 
late  Pleistocene,  may  reveal  information  on  the  peopling  of  the 
Americas  across  the  thousand-mile  wide  Bering  Land  Bridge.  The  land  bri 
is  now  partially  under  water. 


The  national  monument,  in  addition  to  its  archeological  significance, 
will  provide  a representative  segment  of  arctic  coastal  tundra,  a type 
of  ecosystem  not  new  represented  in  the  National  Park  System.  The 
long  term  stability  of  tine  coast  a2so  makes  the  area  significant  for 
studies  of  sea  level  and  coastal  currents. 


Management  of  the  area  will  be  to  preserve  evidence  of  prehistoric 
man  and  his  environment  for  study  by  scientists  and  for  other  visitors. 
Developments  will  be  minimal  to  preserve  the  overall  scene  and  prevent 
damage  to  the  fragile  ecosystems. 

6,  Kobuk  Valley  National  Monument.  The  proposed  Kobuk  Valley  National 
Monument,  comprising  about  1,850,000  acres,  is  located  above  the  Arctic 
Circle  in  the  central  Kobuk  Valley  in  northwestern  Alaska.  It  is 
bounded  on  the  north  by  the  crest  of  the  Baird  Mountains  mid  on  the  south 
by  the  Waring  Mountains.  It  includes  the  Kobuk  River,  with  i.ts  nyraid 
meander  sloughs  end  oxbow  lakes,  the  Great  Kobuk  Sand  Dunes,  covering 
more  than  20  square  miles  that  are  the  relics  of  a prehistoric  dune  area 
covering  over  300  square  miles,  and  the  Salmon  River.  He  Salmon  River 
is  proposed  for  inclusion  in  the  wild  and  scenic  rivers  system,  and 
classification  as  a wild  river.  The  monument  is  representative  of  both 
the  Western  Interior  Alaska  and  Brooks  Range  physiographic  province, 

and  includes  the  northwestern  limits  of  boreal  forest.  He  northern 
portion  of  the  winter  range  of  the  Arctic  caribou  herd  and  several 
important  migration  routes  lie  within  the  proposal.  Moose,  black  and 
grizzly  bear,  and  wolves  are  indigenous. 

Provision  is  made  in  thf  legislation  for  inclusion  of  those  parts  of 
the  Onion  Portage  area  that  are  not  selected  by  native  corporations 
pursuant  to  AI.'CSA  as  part  of  the  monument;  Onion  Portage  is  one  of 
the  most  Important  archeological  sites  in  arctic  North  America, 
with  over  30  cultural  horizons. 

The  portion  of  the  Kobuk  Valley  included  in  the  monument  has  an  appeal 
as  a "friendly"  place,  which  is  rare  for  the  arctic.  Boating  is  safe 
and  easy,  and  there  is  excellent  hiking  on  the  dunes  and  in  the  Waring 
Mountains.  Tne  Baird  Mountains  offer  excellent  mountaineering  opportunitie 

7.  Lake  C]  ark  National  Park.  He  proposed  Lake  Clark  National  Park,  of 
approximately  2,610,000  acres,  is  located  north  of  the  existing  Katmai 
National  Monument  on  the  Cook  Inlet.  It  straddles  the  Alaska  and 
Aleutian  Mountain  ranges,  and  includes  a series  of  glacier-created  lakes 
on  the  west.  He  National  Park  Service  has  been  studying  the  area  for 
possible  addition  to  the  park  system  since  the  late  1950’s. 

In  the  areas  proposed  for  a national  park,  numerous  valleys  weave  through 
a jumble  of  mountains.  Here  is  a maze  of  natural  hiking  routes,  which 
permit  surprisingly  easy  entrance  to  a spectacular  mountain  environment. 

He  park  encompasses  still-smoking  volcanoes,  spectacular  spires,  and 
glaciers . 
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Hie  park  includes  a portion  of  the  Cook  Inlet  ccastline,  which  ranges 
from  gentle  alluvial  shapes  in  the  north  to  deeply  incised,  spruce- 
covered  coastal  hills  in  the  south. 


Waterfowl,  seabirds,  trout,  bear,  moose,  sheep  and  marine  mammals 

can  be  found  in  the  park.  Plant  communities  range  from  coastal 

spruce  and  marsh  to  alpine  meadows  and  lichen  growth  at  high  elevations. 

We  have  had  discussions  with  the  Cook  Inlet  Regional  Corporation  re- 
garding the  possibility  of  exchanging  at  some  future  date  land  in 
the  Kcnai  National  Moose  Range  for  land  which  they  are  entitled  to 
select  near  the  proposed  Lake  Clark  National  Park.  Presently,  the 
Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  and  the  Federal-State  Commission 
are  conducting  studies  of  the  Range  to  determine  whether  some  of  the 
land  is  no  longer  needed  for  the  purposes  of  the  Range. 


Developments  in  the  park  will  be  located  to  maintain  the  ecological  and 
scenic  integrity  of  the  area.  The  area  will  be  managed  as  a natural 
area  with  the  objective  of  preserving  its  scenic  beauty,  wilderness 
attributes,  areas  of  scientific  interest  and  plant  and  animal  life. 


8.  Wranrc-ll-St , Elias  National  Park.  The  proposed  Wrangell-St.  Ellas 
National  Park,  including  approximately  8,610,000  acres,  is  located  in 
south-central  Alaska,  and  stretches  l60  miles  north  from  the  Gulf  of 
Alaska.  Much  of  the  Wrangell-St.  Elias  and  Chugach  mountain  ranges 
will  be  included  in  the  park,  including  18, COO-foot  Mount  St.  Elias 
l6, 000- foot  Mount  Blackburn  and  the  largest  glacier  ry stern  in  t:  e 
United  States,  including  Malaspina  and  Bering  glaciers  and  Eagle:/  Tee 
Field.  The  park  includes  spectacular  ice-sculptured  valleys,  rolling 
interior  foothills,  and  a small  sample  of  coastal  plain.  Abundant 
land  and  sea  mammal  and  fish  species  include  moose*,  wolf;  wolverine; 
black,  glacier  and  brown-grizzly  bear;  caribou;  Dali  sheep;  sea  lions; 
otters;  seals;  ki] lervhales ; salmon;  trout;  and  grayling.  A number 
of  historic  sites  from  the  early  mining  era  in  Alaska  are  located  in 
the  river  valleys  within  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  park. 


Hie  proposed  legislation  provides  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  consult  in  the  development,  of  i me 
raent  plans  for  the  Wrangell  Mountains  National  Forest  find  the  adjoin!:.,., 
Wrangell-St . Elias  National  Park  to  achieve  the  fullest  possible  coor- 
dination and  cooperation. 

The  park  would  be  managed  to  ensure  maximum  retention  of  the  landscapes 
and  lifeforms  in  a natural  state. 


9.  Gates  of  the  Arctic  National  Park.  The  proposed  Gates  of  the  Arctic 
National  lark,  comprising  approximately  8,360,000  acres,  is  located  in 
the  central  Brooks  Range,  200  air  miles  northwest  of  Fairbanks,  and  a 
similar  distance  southeast  of  Barrow  on  the  Arctic  Ocean  coast.  The 
park  will  protect  A!  s most  complete  and  varied  array  of  arct . 

scenic  ••  ....  biolej  resource  i«  The  area's  scenic  ues  derive  fr  c 

gaunt  grandeur  of  the  tundra  environment  and  the  vast  open  valleys  and 
sweeps  of  mountains. 


Mount  Igikpuk,  a spectacular  turret ed  peak  which  is  the  highest  in 
the  central  and  western  Brooks  Range,  (8,510  feet)  is  included  in 
the  western  portion  of  the  park,  as  are  the  Arrigetch  Leaks,  among 
America's  most  precipitous  mountains,  and  Walker  Lake,  an  exceptional, 
geological  and  ecological  area.  Several  other  large  lakes  on  the 
southern  flank  of  the  range  are  in  the  proposed  park,  as  are  two  on 
the  Arctic  Slope.  Hie  eastern  part  of  the  park  includes  the  striking 
mountain  and  valley  formation  called  the  Gates  of  the  Arctic  and 
other  mountains  and  wilderness  made  famous  in  the  writings  of  Bob 
Marshall.  We  are  proposing  four  rivers  within  the  park  for  inclusion 
in  the  wild  and  scenic  rivers  system,  and  classification  as  wild 
rivers  — the  Alatna,  the  Killik,  the  Noatak,  and  the  Tinayguk. 

Wildlife  includes  migrants  from  the  huge  arctic  caribou  herd  as  wrell 
as  grizzly  bear,  Dali  sheep,  moose,  wolves,  raptors,  and  arctic  char, 
lake  trout,  northern  pike  and  grayling. 

Limited  recreation  development  in  keeping  with  the  primitive  character 
of  the  area  appears  to  be  appropriate  for  the  central  portion  of  the 
park.  No  developments  except  for  those  necerjsary  for  management  purpo 
are  planned  for  the  eastern  and  western  portions. 


10.  Yuken-Charley  National  Rivers.  The  proposed  Yukon-Charley  Nation 
Rivers,  which  comprises  approximately  1,970,000  acres,  is  located  in 
east-central  Alaska,  its  eastern  boundary  the  United  States-Canadian 
border.  It  includes  a part  of  the  Yukon  River,  and  the  Charley  River 
drainage  in  its  entirety.  The  Charley  River  empties  into  the  Yukon 
between  the  towns  of  Eagle  and  Circle,  and  this  confluence  's  within 
the  national  rivers.  The  Yukon  River  area  is  rich  in  history.  Tne 
town  of  Eagle,  which  is  near  the  park  boundary,  has  well-preserved 
buildings  dating  back  to  the  gold-rush  era,  and  there  are  a number 
of  remains  cf  buildings  along  the  banks  of  the  Yukon  within  the 
national  rivers.  There  are  also  wildlife  resources,  including  the 
highest  known  concentration  of  nesting  peregrine  falcons.  Geologic 
features  include  an  uninterrupted  visible  cross-section  of  rock  strata 
dating  from  Upper  Cambrian  times  (500  million  years  ago)  to  the  presen 
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basin  is  significant  because  of  its  undisturbed 
r.e  cross-section  of  interior  Alaska  flora  and  fauna, 
ential  for  recreational  beating  on  the  Charley  and 
iking  through  mhe  Charley  River  basin.  Tne  Charley 
dad  by  the  legislation  for  inclusion  in  the  wild  and 
tern,  and  for  classification  as  a wild  river. 


Tie  proposed  Yukcn-Charley  national  Rivers  will  be  managed  as  a recreate, 
category  area.  Management  will  provide  for  protection  of  and  use  of 
recreational,  historic  and  natural  values.  Alone  the  Yukon  Kivcr,  miner 
leasing  under  1920  Mineral  Leasing  .Act  will  be  permitted,  subject  to 
certain  special  provisions  and  minerals  normally  subject  to  the  mining 
laws  ray  be  removed  pursuant  to  a permit  s'/stem  in  the  legislation. 


11.  C hwJ:  c h i - Ir.  iu  ri  C<  National  P g s e rwe . The  proposed  Chukchi-Iruruk 
National  Reserve,  comprising  approximately  2,690,000  acres,  is  located 
on  the  Seward  Peninsula  in  northwestern  Alaska.  The  area  is  a relict 
of  the  much  larger  area  which  constituted  the  Bering  Land  Bridge,  It 
is  a superb  representation  of  a great  diversity  of  tundra  communities. 
Wildlife  values  of  the  area  are  internationally  significant;  the  wild- 
life are  found  in  the  wetlands,  cliffs  and  estuaries,  and  offshore 
areas  of  the  proposal.  The  area  is  also  of  interest  because  of  the 
volcanic  processes  represented.  Lava  flows  cover  largo  areas  in  the 
southern  part  of  the  proposal.  Ash  explosion,  unknown  elsewhere  in 
the  arctic,  have  left  deep  crater  lakes  in  the  northern  portion  and 
buried,  in  near  total  preservation,  a prehistoric  ecosystem.  The 
area  will  be  managed  jointly  by  the  national  Park  Service  and  the 
Bureau  of  Sport  fisheries  and  Wildlife,  pursuant  to  a joint  management 
plan. 
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National  Wildlife  Refuge  System 


The  proposed  additions  to  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  are  the 
results  of  investigations  by  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife. 
Enactment  of  these  proposals  would  result  in  adding  approximately 
32  mi] lion  acres  to  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System,  presently 
estimated  at  31  million  acres.  The  areas  would  be  administered  as 
integral  units  of  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  pursuant  to  the 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  Administration  Act  of  19 66  as  amended  (80  Stat. 
927;  16  U.S.C.  668dd-ee),  and  would  afford  protection  and  preservation 
of  nationally  and  internationally  significant  fish  and  wildlife  popula- 
tions and  their  habitats.  Special  emphasis  is  provided  in  these 
proposals  to  critical  habitat  areas  of  migratory  birds,  seabirds, 
endangered  species,  anadromous  fish  and  marine  mammals. 

Within  the  framework  of  Federal  and  State  laws,  subsistence  would 
be  a recognized  use  of  the  fish,  wildlife  and  plant  resources  in  the 
refuges  and  the  ranges.  Refuge  designation  of  proposed  lands  would 
not  change  laws  applicable  to  existing  subsistence,  and  authorized 
uses  would  continued  until  it  is  demonstrated  that  they  are  no  longer 
necessary  for  human  survival.  Hunting,  fishing  and  trapping  will  be 
allowed  on  the  areas  subject  to  applicable  Federal  and  State  laws. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  would  be  authorized,  however,  to  regulate 
subsistence  uses  for  such  reasons  as  public  safely  and  to  prevent 
depletion  of  the  resources  and  thereby  insure  sustained  benefits  for 
all  Americans.  Subject  to  valid  existing  rights,  no  use  of  the  refuges 
and  the  ranges  under  United  States  mining  and  mineral  leasing  laws  will 
be  allowed  without  the  express  approval  of  the  Secretary. 

All  areas,  except  the  proposed  "Noatak  National  Arctic  Range,  would 
be  studied  for  possible  inclusion  in  the  National!  Wilderness  Preservation 
System  in  accordance  with  subsection  3(c)  and  3((d)  of  the  Wil  deni  ess 
Act.  A report  would  be  made  to  the  President  and  Congress  within  three 
years  after  establishment  concerning  their  suitability  or  nonsuitability 
for  classification  as  wilderness.  Certain  rivens  within  the  proposed 
refuges  and  range-s  which  have  been  studied  and  found  to  be  suitable  would 
be  designated  for  protection  under  the  provisions  of -the  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  Act  (82  Stat.  906;  l6  U.S.C.  1271-1287). 
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Special  efforts  will  be  made  to  coordinate  management  of  fish  and 
wildlife  resources  on  the  refuges  and  ranges  with  that  of  native  and 
State-owned  lands  and  other  Federal  lands  within,  adjacent  to  and 
related  to  the  refuges  and  the  ranges. 

Alaska  Coastal  National  Wildlife  Refuges 

This  proposal  to  add  approximately  65,000  acres  to  the  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  System  includes  several  hundred  rock  islands,  spires  and  cliffs 
located  along,  1,500  miles  of  Alaskan  coast.  Two  of  the  proposed  refuges 
will  be  additions  to  existing  refuges — the  Bering  Sea  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  and  the  Kodiak  National  Wildlife  Refuge — and  the  rest  will  go 
into  three  new  refuges — Chukchi  Sea,  Shumagin  Islands,  and  Barren  Islands 
National  Wildlife  Refuges. 

It  is  estimated  that  the  nesting  sites  of  four  to  six  million  seabirds 
are  included  within  the  land  areas  of  this  proposal.  In  addition  to 
seabird  nesting,  all  the  units  are  important  to  one  or  more  species 
of  marine  mammals  including  sea  lions,  walrus,  sea  otters  end  polar  bears. 

Commercial  fisheries  are  of  prime  economic  importance  in  the  area  below 
the  Alaska  Peninsula.  Convention  agreements  permit  international  fishing 
zones  to  located  adjacent  to  the  Shumagin  Islands,  Kodiak  and  Barren 
Islands  units.  Zones  permitting  loading  and  unloading  of  fish,  fuel, 
and  supplies  are  also  located  adjacent  to  the  Shumagin  Islands  and  Barren 
Islands  units. 

Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge 

Located  in  the  northeast  corner  of  Alaska,  extending  along  the  Canadian 
border  from  the  Yukon  basin  to  the  Arctic  Ocean,  this  proposal  would 
establish  a 3.76  million  acre  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  &r:d  the 
existing  8.9  million  acre  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  withdrawn  in 
I960  by  Public  Land  Order  No.  2214  would  be  added  to  the  refuge. 

The  magnitude  and  diversity  of  habitats  account  for  the  variety  of  fish 
and  wildlife  resources  within  the  area.  Nearly  130  species  of  migratory 
birds  use  these  habitats.  Also,  ii**  species  of  mammals  depend  upon  the 
land  base  for  their  existence.  Thirty- one  species  of  waterfowl  frequent 
tundra  wetlands  and  adjacent  coastal  waters. 
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The  area  is  a major  migratory  route  for  a variety  of  shorebirds  and 
waterfowl.  Birds  from  all  four  continental  flyways  follow  inland 
routes  and  the  Arctic  coastal  route  to  winter  ranges  around  the  world. 
Thousands  of  snow  geese  forage  inland  on  the  tundra  in  late  summer  and 
early  fall  during  their  annual  migration.  Of  special  interest  are  the 
endangered  peregrine  falcon,  and  possibly  the  Eskimo  curlew  which  many 
fear  is  extinct. 

The  calving  grounds  of  the  Porcupine  caribou  herd  (as  many  as  150,000 
animals)  are  entirely  within  the  existing  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Range  and  are  of  international  importance. 

Sixteen  species  of  fish  occur  within  the  proposal  including  arctic 
grayling,  anadromous  and  landlocked  populations  of  arctic  char, 
lake  trout,  chum  salmon,  northern  pike,  burbot  and  whitefish.  Though 
no  commercial  fisheries  exist,  all  species  are  important  for  subsistence 
use. 

Iliamna  National  Resource  Range 

The  proposed  Iliamna  National  Resource  Range  includes  approximately 
2.85  million  acres  of  land  and  water  located  on  the  northern  end  of  the 
Alaska  Peninsula  between  Cook  Inlet  and  Bristol  Bay. 

The  terrain  is  diversified  and  includes  heavily  glaciated  mountains, 
alpine-like  meadows,  coastal  bays,  and  numerous  ponds  and  lakes. 

Lake  Iliamna,  in  the  heart  of  the  region,  is  the  seventh  largest  freshwater 
lake  in  the  United  States. 

The  Kvichak  River  system  contains  the  greatest  red  salmon  spawning 
grounds  in  the  world  and  sustains  a world-renowned  freshwater  trophy 
sport  fishery.  Kvichak  River,  which  flows  from  Lalce  Iliamna  to 
Bristol  Bay  has  a watershed  of  8,000  square  miles,  is  68  miles  long, 
and  has  an  estimated  flow  of  18,000  cubic  feet  per  second.  During 
the  period  I960  through  1969,  the  Kvichak  drainage  contributed  55 
percent  of  the  red  (sockcye)  salmon  caught  in  Bristol  Bay,  33  percent 
of  entire  U.S.  catch,  and  l6  percent  of  the  world  catch.  The  whole 
sale  value  of  this  commercial  sockeye  salmon  fishery  has  averaged 
more  than  $12,000,000  per  year  over  the  past  ten  years.  In  addition 
to  the  red  saj.mon,  pink,  chum,  king,  and  coho  are  also  found  within 
the  proposal  boundaries.  The  area  supports  a trophy  sport  fishery 
for  grayling,  arctic  char,  Dolly  Verden,  lake  trout,  rainbow  trout, 
and  pike.  The  fishery  is  the  main  economic  resource  of  the  area. 
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supporting  extensive  subsistence  fishing,  4,000  licensed  commercial 
fishermen,  4,000  to  6,000  support  workers  for  the  fishermen,  23  canning 
lines,  several  salt cries  and  freezing  facilities,  and  an  array  of  small 
businesses  supported  by  the  sport  fishery — guiding  operations,  lodges 
and  transportation  services. 

More  than  100  species  of  birds  inhabit  the  area.  Predatory  birds 
include  the  bald  eagle,  peregrine  falcon,  osprey,  and  gyrfalcon,  and 
Bristol  Bay  is  the  staging  area  for  the  entire  world  population  of 
emperor  geese  and  Pacific  black  brant. 

Hie  area  would  be  added  to  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  and 
managed  Jointly  by  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  and  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  of  this  Department  pursuant  to  a cooperative 
management  plan  which  will  permit  only  such  multiple  use  activities  as 
are  compatible  with  the  protection  and  management  of  the  nationally 
and  intei nationally  significant  fish  and  wildlife  resources  of  the  range* 

Koyukuk  National  Wildlife  Refuge 

Two  units  of  land  in  the  Koyukuk- In noko  area  of  Alaska  are  recommended 
to  be  set  aside  as  the  Koyukuk  National  Wildlife  Refuge. 

The  area  produces  an  annual  fall  flight  averaging  over  80,000  ducks  and 
geese,  and  is  an  important  staging  area  for  other  migratory  birds.  One 
hundred  and  forty  bird  species  are  common  in  the  area.  In  addition, 
the  many  lakes  and  streams  make  the  area  prime  habitats  for  furb earing 
animals,  as  well  as  moose,  and  salmon. 

The  Beaver  Mountains  caribou  herd,  made  up  of  3,000  anim&ls,  winters 
in  the  Innoko  Unit.  Black  bear,  grizzly  bear,  and  moose  inhabitat 
both  units.  Forty  percent  of  the  entire  Alaskan  beaver  catch  is 
harvested  in  the  Koyukuk- Innoko  region,  with  approximately  80  percer* 
of  this  catch  from  the  Innoko  Unit. 

Noatok  National  Arctl c Range 

The  Noatok  National  Arctic  Range  is  proposed  for  addition  to  the 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  in  northwestern  Alaska  for  the  protection 
of  two  major  aetic  valley  ecosystems,  now  virtually  unaffected  by 
civilization. 
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Two  river  basins  are  proposed  for  inclusion  in  the  Range,  the  Noat.-ik 
and  the  Squirrel.  The  Noatak  River  rises  in  the  central  Brooks 
Ran^e  and  flews  westward  for  U50  miles  to  the  sea  at  Kotzebue  Sound. 

The  Squirrel,  57  miles  long  and  draining  the  Baird  Mountains  adjacent 
to  the  IJoatak  on  the  South,  is  the  largest  tributary  of  the  Kobuk  River. 

Wildlife  in  the  proposed  range  include  the  more  than  200,000  migrants 
from  the  Arctic  caribou  herd  (Alaska’s  largest),  the  barren- ground 
grizzly  bear,  Dali  sheep,  moose,  wolves,  wolverines,  and  migratory 
birds,  including  waterfowl,  raptors,  and  several  Asian  species.  The 
Noatak  supports  the  most  northerly  major  chum  salmon  run  in  Alaska 
and  is  noted  also  for  arctic  char. 

The  area  will  be  added  to  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  and  managed 
Jointly  pursuant  to  a cooperative  management  plan  by  the  two  Bureaus. 

In  addition,  the  National  Park  Service  will  perform  certain  advisory 
functions.  Tne  management  plan  will  provide  for  the  protection  of  the 
natural  features  of  the  area,  for  scientific  research,  enhancement  of 
aboriginal,  cultural  uses  and  primitive  types  of  low  density  outdoor 
recreation.  Our  proposal  calls  for  a report  to  Congress  on  future 
administration  and  management  of  the  area  within  twenty  years  of  its 
establishment . 


Seiawik  National  Wildlife  Refuge 

Approximately  1.1  million  acres  in  the  Selewik  Lake  area  of  Alaska  is 
recommended  for  designation  as  the  Seiawik  National  Wildlife  Refuge. 

The  Chamisso  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  established  in  10^0  by  Proclamation 
no.  2hl6  will  be  redisignated  as  part  of  the  Seiawik  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  and  added  to  the  refuge. 

Tne  proposal,  located  on  the  Arctic  Circle,  is  200  miles  west-north 
west. of  Fairbanks.  Tne  Seiawik  River  is  the  main  water  course  within 
the  proposal.  Tne  many  forms  of  wildlife,  especially  migratory  water- 
fowl  of  international  significance  are  perhaps  the  region's  greatest 
natural  resource.  Tne  proposed  refuge  produces  about  a third  of  the 
waterfowl  within  the  region;  a majority  of  the  remainder,  including 
all  the  black  brant,  cackling  Canada  geese,  emperor  geese  and  eiders, 
are  produced  in  the  adjacent  areas.  Tne  Eskimo  curlew,  thought  to 
be  extinct  or  nearly  so,  was  formerly  an  abundant  nester  in  this 
region  and  may  yet  be  found  in  the  area. 


396 


Mammals  include  black  and  grizzly  bear,  wolves,* wolverine,  noose,  and 
arctic  fox;  more  than  50  species  are  represented.  A large  part  of  the 
2*40, 000  caribou  of  the  Arctic  herd  winters  along  the  Selawik  drainage. 
Marine  ir.awr.als,  including  whales,  seals,  and  walruses,  are  found  in  the 
coastal  waters  adjacent  to  the  refuge. 

Fish  species  present  in  the  area  include  whitefish,  cisco,  grayling, 

Dolly  Verden,  and  lake  trout.  Anadronous  species  include  silver,  chan, 
king,  and  pink  salmon. 

Togiak  national  Wildlife  R e f uge 

A 2.jh  million  acre  area  of  coastal  mountains  between  Bristol  Bay  and 
Kuskokvin  Bay  in  southwestern  Alaska  is  proposed  for  designation  as  the 
Togiak  national  Wildlife  Refuge.  The  area  is  bOO  miles  vest  of  Anchorage 
and  is  adjacent  to  the  precipitous  rock  cliffs  of  Cape  Nevenham  National 
Wildlife  Refuge,  one  of  the  most  important  nesting  areas  for  seabirds 
in  Alaska.  This  2^7,700  acre  refuge  will  be  added  to  the  Togiak  National 
Wildlife  Refuge. 

The  area  is  the  crossroads  for  waterfowl  and  shorebirds  coming  from 
winterin g areas  through  the  Facific  Ocean.  Birds  from  the  Asiatic 
route,  mid-Pacific  route,  and  the  North  American  Pacific  F yv ay 
funnel  through  the  area.  The  coastal  zone  is  the  breeding  groand 
for  all  types  of  migrating  waterbirds. 

The  proposed  refuge  has  one  of  the  most  diverse  mammalian  faunas  of 
any  area  in  the  State  with  32  species  of  land  mammals.  In  addition, 
walrus,  sea  lions,  and  h species  of  seals  occur  in  the  adjacent  coastal 
waters  and  occasionally  haul  out  on  the  shores  of  the  proposed  refuge. 

The  many  rivers  and  lakes  in  the  proposed  refuge  contain  abundant 
stocks  of  anadronous  ana  resident  fishes.  Anadromous  fish  of  interest 
include  whitefish,  steelhead,  and  king,  sockeye,  coho,  pink,  and  chan 
salmon.  Resident  species  include  rainbow,  Dolly  Verden,  and  lake  trout, 
arctic  grayling,  and  arctic  char. 

Y ukon  Delta  National  Wildlife  Refuge 


The  alluvial  deposits  of  the  Yukon  and  Kuskokwim  Rivers  have,  through 
the  centuries,  formed  a vast  river  delta  stretching  250  miles  north 
to  south  and  200  railes  east  to  west.  This  flat  and  nearly  treeless 
delta  contain  typical  arctic  tundra  in  which  have  formed  thousands 
of  ponds  and  lakes  varying  in  size  from  less  than  an  acre  to  many 
thousands  of  acres.  Approximately  5.16  million  acres  of  the  Yukon- 
Kuskokwira  River  Delta  area  of  Alaska,  including  the  2.8  million  acre 
Clarence  Rhode  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  are  recommended  for  designation 
as  a National  'Wildlife  Refuge. 
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The  Delta  produces  about  80  percent  of  the  svuns  and  nearly  all  of  the 
vhite-f routed  geese  utilising  the  Pacific  Flyvay;  also  more  than  half 
of  the  continental  population  of  black  brant , 80  percent  of  the  er.peror 
geese,  and  nearly  all  of  the  cackling  geese  are  produced  in  this  area. 

No  other  area  of  similar  size  is  known  to  be  as  critical  to  so  many  species. 

Most  of  the  mammals  common  in  Alaska,  except  the  high  mountain  species, 
are  represented.  Forty- three  species  have  been  noted,  though  populations 
are  not  great.  Marine  species  historically  have  been  o major ’element  in 
the  subsistence  economy  of  residents  in  the  coastal  villages. 

The  large  fishery  resource  of  the  Delta  is  the  primary  factor  which 
permitted  development  of  the  large  aboriginal  population  in  the  region; 
subsistence  and  commercial  fisheries  are  major  elements  in  the  present 
econoiry  of  the  area.  The  1972  commercial  catch  totalled  6.5  million 
pounds  of  king,  chum,  sockeye,  pink  and,  silver  salmon  and  migrating  smelt. 

Yukon  Flats  National  W i ldlife  Refuge 


Approximately  3.59  million  acres  of  the  Yukon  River  Valley  in  east 
central  Alaska,  are  recommended  for  designation  as  a National  Wildlife 
Refuge.  The  unit,  a level  flood  plain  basin  bisected  by  the  Yukon  River 
and  ringed  with  highlands,  occupies  the  western  half  of  the  largest 
of  Alaska's  interior  valleys. 

Water  is  the  dominant  natural  feature  of  the  Yukon  Flats  region  which 
contains  more  than  25,000  miles  of  streams  and  approximately  J-0,000 
small  lakes  and  ponds  cc compassing  over  800,000  acres.  One  hundred 
and  thirty  species  of  birds  have  been  identified  on  the  Yukon  Flats. 

Twenty  species  of  the  waterfowl  nest  on  the  proposed  refuge  and  contribute 
about  720  thousand  birds  each  year  to  Canada,  the  United  States, 
and  Mexico.  The  density  of  nesting  ducks  is  estimated  at  99  per  square 
mile,  greater  than  any  other  large  area  in  Alaska. 

Fish  resources  include  both  anadromous  and  resident  species.  Little 
commercial  use  is  made  of  the  fishery  resource  as  far  upstream  as  the 
Yukon  Flats.  The  fish  habitat  of  the  area  is  essential  to  anadromous 
species  harvested  commercially  in  the  lower  reaches  of  the  river  and 
to  the  Bering  Sea  salmon  fishery. 
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National  Forest  System 


Title  III  of  this  proposal  would  designate  three  new  National  Forest 
units  — the  Porcupine  (5*5  million  acres),  the  Yukon-Kuskokwim 
(7.3  million  acres),  and  the  Wrangell  Mountains  (5*5  million  acres). 

In  addition,  the  draft  legislation  would  provide  for  addition  of 
500,000  acres  of  the  existing  Chugach  National  Forest  to  consolidate 
the  Forest  boundaries. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  also  designate,  within  the  above  units, 
all  or  portions  of  the  Brenner,  Porcupine,  Ncvitna  and  Sheenjek  Rivers 
as  components  of  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System. 

The  areas  recommended  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Forest  System 
are  those  withdrawn  areas  which  have  (l)  nationally  significant  values 
that  should  be  retained  in  public  ownership  to  assure  permanency  of 
protection  and  continuity  of  management  and  (2)  the  resources  offer 
a balance  of  uses  that  would  be  better  managed  under  multiple  use 
principles  than  under  a dominant  or  more  limited  combination  of  uses. 
In  addition,  it  was  deemed  necessary  that  the  areas  be  in  manageable 
units  such  as  those  delineated  by  drainages,  ecological  relationships, 
or  existing  or  proposed  transportation  systems. 

The  i960  Multiple  Use-Sustained  Yield  Act  is  the  basic  mandate  for 
administration  and  management  of  the  National  Forests.  The  Act 
directs  that  the  National  Forests  are  established  ahd  are  to  be  ad- 
ministered for  outdoor  recreation,  range,  timber,  watershed  and 
wildlife  and  fish  purposes. 

The  establishment  and  maintenance  of  areas  of  wilderness  are  consisten 
with  the  purposes  of  the  Multiple  Use-Sustained  Yield  Act.  Hie  Forest 
Service  intends  to  consider  vilderness  along  with  other  resources  in 
its  multiple  use  planning  process.  It  expects  to  propose  and  identify 
wilderness  study  areas  within  three  years  after  the  establishment  of 
the  proposed  National  Forests. 

In  accordance  with  the  general  mining  laws,  exploration  and  developmen 
of  ’’locatable"  minerals  would  be  permitted.  These  laws  allow  indi- 
viduals to  prospect,  locate,  mine  and  remove  minerals  and  to  obtain 
patents  to  valid  claims.  These  authorized  activities  are  subject  to 
National  Forest  rules  and  regulations  containing  appropriate  environ- 
mental safeguards. 


Chugach  National  Forest 


Two  isolated  areas,  formerly  in  public  domain  but  adjacent  to  the 
Chugach  National  Forest  are  proposed  as  additions  to  the  National 
Forest  System.  These  areas  were  formerly  public  domain  isolated 
by  the  Forest  Reserve  proclamations  of  the  early  1900's  because 
of  their  lack  of  commodity  resources. 

The  College  Fiord  is  l6l  thousand  acres  in  Prince  William  Sound. 

An  icy  and  mountainous  hinterland  rising  from  sea  level  to  over 
10,000  feet,  it  is  mostly  rock  and  ice  with  17  glaciers.  Rainfall 
varies  from  150  to  300  inches  annually.  Scant  vegetation  consists 
of  a near  sea  level  fringe  of  sitka  spruce,  cottonwood  and  mountain 
hemlock  grading  upward  through  alder  thicker s to  alpine  mats  and 
heath. 

The  Sargent  Ice  Field  or  Nellie  Juan  unit  is  a 27 6 thousand  acre 
block  on  the  Kenai  Penisula  northeast  of  Seward.  Principally  ice 
and  mountain  tops,  glaciers  feed  the  Nellie  Juan  river  which  flows 
through  a glacier-carved  valley  into  Prince  William  Sound  at  ’King's 
Harbor.  The  area's  vegetation  is  alpine  tundra  except  for  scattered 
riparian  growth  in  the  river  flood  plains  and  occasional  mountain 
hemlock. 


Porcupine  National  Forest 

. - - Sa I 

'ibis  5*5  million  acre  proposal  for  the  Porcupine  National  Forest  is 
located  in  the  eastcentral  part  of  the  Alaska  Interior.  A combination 
of  broad  river  flats  and  low-lying  hills  , the  area  is  endowed  with  nan 
lakes  and  waterways.  North  America's  fourth  longest  river,  the  Yukon, 
is  joined  by  the  Porcupine  flowing  vest  from  Canada.  Out  of  the 
Brooks  Range  to  the  north,  spring  the  Rapid,  Sheenjek  and  C'oleen 
while  the  Black  and  Little  Black  meander  through,  draining  the  south- 
east portion  of  the  unit.  The  area  is  characterized  by  extreme 
seasonal  variations  in  climate.  Tie  northern  half,  above  the  Arctic 
Circle,  experiences  the  summer's  midnight  sun  and  winter's  prolonged 
darkness.  Seventy  percent  forested,  many  of  the  area's  seven  eco- 
systems result  from  succession  following  riverbottom  changes  and 
forest  fires. 
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The  Porcupine  proposal  contains _the  eastern  extension. of  the  Yukon 
Flats,  a major  waterfowl  breeding  area.  Upland  wildlife,  big  game 
and  important  fisheries  habitat  exist.  Sport fishing,  hunting  and 
river  and  lake  oriented  activities  could  provide  the  greatest 
recreation  experiences  in  this  area. 

The  densely  forested  area  includes  750  million  board  feet  of  com- 
mercially valuable  sawtimber  as  well  as  being  highly  valued  for 
vildlife  habitat  and  watershed  protection.  Old  Indian  sites  and 
the  rich  history  of  the  Hudson's  Bay  company  lend  romance  to  the 
area.  These  sites  will  be  protected  and  archeological  studies 
encouraged. 

Wrangell  Mountain  National  Forest 

The  proposed  Wrangell  Mountains  National  Forest,  an  area  of  5.5 
million  acres,  is  located  in  southeastern  interior  Alaska.  With 
some  of  the  most  spectacular  mountain  country  in  North  America,  it 
includes  parts  of  the  Wrangell  Mountains,  the  coastal  Chugach  Mo  tin  tSiiiiB 
and  the  eastern  tip  of  the  Alaska  Range.  Rugged  peaks  rise  to  lo,G00 
feet  in  elevation  and  large  ice  fields  feed  massive  glaciers.  The 
Copper  River  courses  south  through  a portion  of  the  unit  and  drains 
most  of  the  central,  and  southern  parts.  The  Chitina  and  Bremner 
Rivers  are  importer  tributaries.  The  climate  is  a typically  sub- 
arctic continental  vith.  long  cold  vinters,  short  warm  summers,  and 
precipitation  which  is  low  in  the  valleys  and  high  in  the  mountains. 

Ten  ecosystems  and  related  vegetation  types  are  represented.  These 
range  from  the  coasval  coniferous  forests  to  the  high  alpine  tundra. 
Most  of  the  area  exhibits  effects  of  glaciation,  and  permafrost  is 
common.  The  Wrangells  unit  is  one  of  the  more  road  accessible  areas 
in  Alaska..  Light  planes  are  also  a major  means  of  access. 

Forests  cover  about  30  percent  of  the  area  and  are  chiefly  valued  for 
watershed  protection,  wildlife  habitat,  find  recreational  opportunities. 
Major  stream  and  river  systems  stemming  from  the  vast  mountain- glacier 
complex  of  the  Wrangell  and  Chugach  Ranges  provide  many  water-based 
resource  values.  Of  exceptional  importance  are  habitat  for  wildlife 
and  fish,  water  oriented  recreation. 

Y uko n-Ku s ko lev i m National  Forest 

Spanning  the  middle  Yukon  and  Kuskokwin  River  Valleys,  this  7.3  million 
acre  area  is  proposed  as  the  Yukon-Kuskokvim  National  Forest.  Lying 
across  the  Kuskokvin  Mountains  on  the  north  and  flanked  by  the  Alaska 
Range  on  the  south,  the  area  contains  extensive  forests,  shrub  thickets 
bogs  and  marshes  and  other  ecosystems  of  the  subarctic.  Characterised 


by  winters  of  extended  subzero  temperatures  and  summers  in  the  mid 
70's  or  above,  this  area  experiences  a brief,  but  productive  Growth 
cycle.  Summer  drouGht  contributes  to  a pattern  of  frequent  wildfire. 

Over  three- fourths  of  this  area  is  forested,  and  commercial  timber 
stands  occur  on  more  than  one  million  acres.  Providing  up  to  two 
billion  board  feet  of  timber,  this  area,  combined  with  surrounding 
ownerships  could  support  a major  forest  products  industry. 
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Wild  ami  Gcenic  Rivers  located 
Outside  of  Units  of  the?  Iiati onal 
Park  , Refure  and  F orest  Systems 


Title  IV  of  the  enclosed  legislation  proposes  four  river  segments 
for  addition  to  the  vild  and  scenic  rivers  system  that  are  not 
located  within  units  of  the  park,  refuse  and  forest  systems.  These 
four  river  segments  are  on  public  domain  lands  and  will  he  admin- 
istered hy  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

Tne  river  components  are  as  follows: 


1.  Beaver  Creek  — a 135-wile  segment,  totalling  200,000  acres,  to 
be  classified  as  a vild  river.  The  river  is  located  50  miles  north 
of  Fairbanks,  between  Fairbanks  and  Circle.  The  river  is  excellent- 
canoeing  water  and  provides  good  fishing  and  hunting  opportunities. 
The  limestone  peaks  of  the  White  Mountains  form  an  almost  continuous 
scenic  background.  Large  manuals  abound. 


2.  Birch  Creek  — a 135-wile  segment,  totalling  200,000  acres,  to 
be  classified  as  a wild  river.  The  river  is  located  approximately 
65  miles  north ca  - of  Fairbanks,  between  Fairbanks  end  Circle.  The: 
are  numerous  sites  for  camping  and  the  river  is  an  excellent  family 
canoeing  stream  throughout.  Good  fishing  and  hunting  opportunities 
are  present.  The  river  flows  through  a vide  valley  with  moderately 
steep  forested  slopes.  As  Birch  Creek  flows  into  the  Yukon  flats, 
it  becomes  a clou,  meandering  river. 


3.  Fortynile  — approximately  375  miles,  including  tributaries, 
totalling  320,000  acres,  to  be  classified  variously  as*  vild,  scenic 
and  recreational.  The  river  segment  is  located  in  east-central  A!  ~ 
and  runs  \,p  to  the  Canadian  border.  The  river  and  tributaries  vary 
in  the  headwaters  from  small,  shallow,  swift  streams,  to  meandering 
muskeg  and  become  large,  canyon-bound  streams  with  numerous  rapids 
in  the  middle  and  lover  portions.  Portions  show  evidence  of  placer 
gold  raining  and  early  settlements.  Recreational  gold  mining  can  be 
tried  with  some  probability  of  success.  Hunting,  fishing  and  canoei 
are  good.  Hiking  and  camping  opportunities  abound. 

4.  Unalakleet  — approximately  60  miles,  totalling  10 4 ,000  acres,  t 

be  classified  as  a vild  river.  The  river  is  located  south  of  the 
Seward  Peninsula  and  empties  into  Norton  Sound;  the  downstream  river 
segment  ■>  s tv ■n*v>x W’n.t oiv  P 4 railcn  Above  the  mouth,  Tnr’ 

Unal:  F V . era  y four  to  five  miles  wide.  Bluff: 

characterize  some-  20 'miles  of  the  Unalakleet  before  it  widens  to 
500  feet  near  its  mouth.  Dense  stands  of  white  spruce  along  the 


ohorc  screen  the  view  of  adjacent  areas.  Hie  river  is  renowned  for 
its  sport  fishing.  King,  chum,  tuid  pink  r.ulmon;  grayling;  am)  arctic 
char  arc  excellent.  Tnerc  is  also  hunting,  primarily  for  moose,  with 
6ome  caribou  and  bear,  along  the  river,  'ihe  Kaltag  Trail  passes 
along  the  south  side  of  the  river;  it  is  a link  in  the  historic  .1000 
mile  Iditarod  Gold  Rush  Trail  between  Nome  and  Anchorage;  the  existing 
trail  will  be  preserved. 

The  legislation  provides  that  the  Secretary  shall  take  action  required 
under  section  3(b)  — designating  exact  boundaries  and  preparing  de- 
velopment plans  — within  three  years  after  date  of  enactment  for  the 
Beaver  Creek  component,  within  two  years  for  Birch  Creek,  within  one 
year  for  Fortymile  and  within  four  years  for  Unalaklect.  It  also 
provides  that  the  total  acreage  figures  for  specific  components 
specified  in  the  bill  wiJJL  supercede  the  acreage  limitations  contained 
in  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act.  All  of  the  acreage  of  the  wild 
river  components  is  withdrawn,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights,  from 
all  forms  of  appropriation  under  the  Joining  laws  and  from  operation  of 
the  mineral  leasing  laws , Existing  law  limits  these  withdrawals  to 
1/4  mile  from  the  bank  of  the  river.  Specific  provision  is  made  for  such 
access  across  the  Fortymile  as  the  Secretary  determines  to  be  necessary 
to  permit  development  of  asbestos  deposits  in  the  Ilorth  Fork  drainage. 


The  Office 
proposal  is 


of  Management  and  Budget  has  advised  that  this 
in  accord  with  the  program  of  the  President. 


legislative 


Sincerely  yours , 


Hon.  Gerald  R.  Ford 
President  of  the  Senate 
Washington,  D.  C.  20510 
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